APPENDIX A



Waste Disposal, Inc. - .Amended Record of Decision

WASTE DISPOSAL, INC.

AMENDED RECORD OF DECISION

June 2002

Waste Disposal, Inc. Superfund Site
Santa Fe Springs, California 90670

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 9 - San Francisco, California

AROD_061402wpd wpd

11.



Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

CONTENTS

Part | - DECLARATION FOR THE AMENDED RECORD OF DECISION

A

B. StatementofBasisand Purpose ........ ... ... ... .. . . ..
C. Circumstances Requiring Amended ROD ............ .. ... ... .......
D. Assessmentofthe Site ....... ... ... ... .. . . ... ... ...
E. Description of the Revised Remedy ... . ... ... ... ... . ... ......
F. ROD Data Certification Checklist .. ......... .. ... ... . .ccuiiiinon..
G. Statutory Determinations . . ... ... .. . ...

Part Il - DECISION SUMMARY

A. Site Name, Location, and Description . ............ e

B. Site History & Enforcement Activities . . ..... ... ... ... ... ... ... ....

C. Community Participation .. . .. ... .. . .. e

D. Scope&RoleofOperableUnit ... ... ... . ... .. ........ ... ......

E. Site Charactenstics . . .. . .. .. ... e

1. Site Overview ... ...

2. Location and Extent of Contamination . ..................... .

3. SOl Gas . ..

4. Liquids . ........ ... ... ..... e e e e e

5. Groundwater and Hydrogeotogy . .....................c..... ..

6. Identification of Chemicals of Concern (COCs) .. ................

7. Conceptual Site Model .. .. ... ... ... .

a. Sources of Contamnation .. ... ...... .. ... .. ... .. ... ..

b. Release Mecharuisms ... . ... ... .....................

C. Exposure Pathways . ... ...... ... .................. ..

d. Prnmary Receptors .. ... ... ... . . ... ...,

F. Current & Future Site & Resource Uses . ... ... .. ... . ... ... ......

. CurrentLand Use ... .. . .

2. Accommodation of Future Useofthe Site .. ...................

~3. Anticipated Future GroundwaterUse .. .................... .-

G. Summaryof Ste Risks ... . L cees

1, Toxicity Assessment ..

2. Reterence Doses (Noncarcinogeric EHects) . ... ...............

3. Cancer Siope Factors (Carcinogenic Effects) . ... ..., . ..........

4. Exposure Assessment L.

5. Estimation of Daily imtakes . .. ... ...

6. Exposure Point Concentrations .. .. ... ... ... ... ... ..
AROD_061402wpd.wpd

Site Name and Location ... ... ... . e,

114



Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

7. Risk Characterization ....................... e, 1I-31
8. Ecological Risk Assessment ............................. ... 032
H. Circumstances Prompting the Revised Remedy ...................... I-33
I Remediat Action Objectives . ... ... ... ... ... . . . . . . i I-33
J. Descriptionof Altemnatives . ....... ... ... .. ... .. ... .. ... . . ii-34
1. Original Remedy from 1993 Record of Decision . . .......... ceee 1-34
2. Alternatives Evaluated for RevisedRemedy .................... -34
K. Comparative Analysis of Alternatives . . ..... .. S P -39
1. Comparison of Alternatives for Revised Remedy . ............... -39
a.  Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment . . . . 1I-40
b. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARs} ........... ... ... .o ..., {-40
C. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence ............... H-41
d. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment H-41
e. Short-term Effectiveness . ...................... I i-42
f. Impiementability .......... e e i-42
g CostEffectiveness .......... ... ... ..., H-43
h. State Acceptance ............ ... .. i -43
i. Community Acceptance . ................... ..., -44
2. Comparison with Original 1993 ROD-Selected Remedy . ... ....... l-46
L. Revised Remedy _..... ... .. .. .. . . . . . e H-46
1. Rationale forthe RevisedRemedy ........................... ll-46
2. Descriptionof Revised Remedy -. ... ......................... i-49
3. Components of RevisedRemedy . ........................... I-50
4. Cieanup and Performance Standards . ............... AP -63
a. SoitStandards . ...... ... ... .. ... . 1-63
b. Soil Gas Performance Standards . . . .. e 1-63
c. GroundwatlerMonitoring . . ......... ... ... .. ... ... i-65
5. Summary of Estimated Remedy Costs ........................ H-66
6. Changes inExpectedOutcomes . . ........................... i-67
M. Statutory Determinalions . . ... ... ... ... ... .. -70
1. Protection of Human Health and the Environment . ... ........... li-70
2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARS) . ... e e i-70
-3 Cost-Effectiveness .. ... ... ... ... ... . ... .. ... H-70
4 Utilization of Permanent Soiutions and Alternative Treatment
Technologies or Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent
Praclicable ... ... ... . ... . . . e n-71
5. Preference for Treatment .. ... ... ... ... ... ....... ........ I-71
6. Five-Year Raview ... . .. ... ... . ... . 71
N. Documentation of Significant Char jes from that in the Proposed Plan ... . lI-71
ARQD_061402wpd wpd fii

£



Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

Part lll - RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

Overview . ... -1
Summary of Alternatives ................ e e e -2
Support Agency COmmeNnts .................co.oiii -3
History of Community Involvementat WDl . ... ........ .. .. .. .. . ... . ... . . m-3
Summary of Comments Received and Agency Responses ................... Hi-4
Comments from the June 14, 2001 publichearing .................... -4
Comments from St. Paul High School letter of June 22,2001 . . ......... lil-11
Comments from Johnson & Tekosky LLP letter of July2,20001 ......... mn-12
Comments from John Jaeger via e-mail of June 16, 2001 ... ........ .. n-12
Revised Remedy's Changes to the Proposed Remedy
duetoPublicComment ... ... ... .. .. .. ... ... .. . .. ... .. iH-13

Appendix 1 - Reporter's Transcript of Public Hearing - Proposed Plan
Waste Disposal, Inc. Superfund Site - June 14, 2001
Appendix 2 - Comments Received During the Public Comment Period

AROT_061402wpd wpd i/

11€



Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

- The definitions below are provided as clarification for abbreviations.

AROD_0614C2wpd.wpd

AQMD Air Quality Management District

ARAR Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement

bgs below ground surface

BTEX Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene and Xylenes

BTU British Thermal Units

CCC California Civil Code

CCR California Code of Regulations

CDi Chronic Daily Intake

CDM Camp Dresser & McKee

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act '

CERCLIS Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Information System

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CHSC California Health and Safety Code

CIWMB California Integrated Waste Management Board

cm/sec centimeters per second

COC Chemical of Concern

DCE Dichloroethene

DTSC Department of Toxic Substance Control

EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency

ERNS Emergency Response Notification System

ERT Environmental Response Team

FS Feasibility Study

GCL geosynthetic clay layer

gpd gallons per day

gph galions per hour

GRA General Response Action

H:V Horizontal:Venrical

HI Health Index

IRIS Integrated Risk Information System

ITSL interim Threshold Screening Levels

km kilometer

LCP Leachate Collection Point

MCL Maximum Contaminant Level

Mg/kg-day daily milligrams per kilogram

ms| mean s~ 2 level

mg/L milligrams per liter

NCP National Contingency Plan

NI Negative Impact

NNA No Net Advantage or Disadvantage
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NOAEL
NPL
oaMm
PAH
PCB
PCE
Pl
ppbv
PPE
ppm
PRGs
PRPs
RAO
RCRA
RD
RiD
RI/FS
RME
ROD
Rv
SARA
SF
SFS
SNL
SPi
STLC
SVE
SVQC
T8C
TCA
TCE
TCLP
TI
™
—_— TMV
TRIS
TSDF
ug/L
UST
VISTA
vOC
wDI
WDIG
yd?

yd?
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no-observed-adverse effect level
National Priorities List
Operation and Maintenance

~ Polyaromatic hydrocarbons

Polychiorinated Biphenois
Tetrachloroethylene

Positive Impact

part per billion by volume

Personal Protective Equipment

past per million .

Preliminary Remediation Goals
Potentially Responsible Parties
Remediai Action Objective

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Remedial Design

Reference Dose

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
Reasonable Maximum Exposure

Record of Decision

Recreational Vehicle

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
Slope Factors

Supplemental Feasibility Study
Significant Negative Impact

Significant Positive impact

Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration
Soil Vapor Extraction

Semivolatile Organic Compounds

To Be Considered

Trichloroethane

Trichloroethene

Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
Technically Impractical

Technical Memorandum

Toxicity, Mobility or Volume

Toxic Release inventory System
Treatment, Storage and Disposal Facility
micrograms per liter

Underground Storage Tank

Vista Informational Systems, inc.

volatile srganic compound '
Waste Disposal, inc.

Waste Disposal, Inc. Group

square yards

cubic yards

vi
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PART | - DECLARATION FOR THE AMENDED RECORD OF DECISION
A. Site Name and Location

Waste Disposal, Incorporated (WDI) (CERCLIS ID #980884357)
Los Nietos Road at Greenleaf Avenue and Santa Fe Springs Road
Santa Fe Springs, California 90670

B. Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the amendment to the Selected Remedial Action for
the Waste Disposal, Inc. (WD) site in Santa Fe Springs, California. The original
Record of Decision (ROD) for this site was signed on December 27, 1993. The original
ROD and this Amended ROD present a remedial action that has been selected in
accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
 Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA), CERCLA Sec. 117, and, to the extent practicable, the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Poliution Contingency Plan (NCP) Section
300.435(c)(2)(ii).

This decision is based on the Administrative Record file for the site. This Amended
ROD will become part of the Administrative Record file for the site in accordance with
the NCP Sec. 300.825(a)(2). A copy of the Administrative Record is available for
review during normai business hours at the Santa Fe Springs Public Library located at
11700 Telegraph Road and at the U.S. EPA Records Center located at 95 Hawthormne
Street in San Francisco, California.

The U.S. EPA is the lead agency for this site. The California Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) is a support agency. DTSC has concurred with the
amended remedy selection.

C. Circumstances Requiring Amended ROD

This Amended ROD modities the previously selected remedy for the contaminated soils
and addresses groundwater conditions at the WD site. This Amended ROD adopts the
Same general format as the oniginal ROD, but incorporates and relies upon new .
information obtained since the signing of the original ROD in 1993,

Based on information that became available after the signature of the original ROD in
1983, EPA determined that an Amended ROD would be required to ensure protection

of human health and the environment T, e information that has become availabie
concerning the site includes: the expanded lateral extent and volume of buried waste
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on the site; new information on the nature and increased extent of soil gas beneath the
site; and the presence of liquids inside the buried concrete-lined reservoir at the center
of the site. EPA determined that this additional information was sufficient to warrant
additional site investigations and further analysis of the potential remedy alternatives for
the site. ‘

The amended remedy selection process for this site has been based on information
presented in the Supplemental Feasibility Study that was completed in May 2001. The
Supplemental Feasibility Study presents a detailed analysis of remedial alternatives
addressing the updated information regarding the nature and extent of contamination

on the site.
D. Assessment of the Site

The response action selected in this Amended Record of Decision is necessary to
protect the public health or welfare or the environment from actual or threatened
releases of hazardous substances to the environment. '

E. Description of the Revised Remedy

This amended ROD selects the final remedy for the site and addresses waste
materials, contaminated soil, subsurtace liquids, subsurface gases, and groundwater
conditions. These conditions will be remediated primarily through containment,
collection and treatment of gases. colleclion and removal of site liquids, and institutional
controls. EPA has also determined that there has been no demonstration that the site
has contributed to exceedances of groundwater standards. To ensure continued
protection of the groundwater. the revised remedy will incorporate groundwater
moenitoring and institutonal controls {ICs), including groundwater ICs.

The major components of the revised remedy are as follows:

1. Installation of a RCRA-equivalent cap for hazardous waste over the existing
reservoir {in Area 2);

2. Installation of engineered capping systems for areas outside the reservoir (in
~Area 2) that will be designed to achieve RCRA soiid waste engineering and
performance standards, including a hydraulic conductivity of 10 centimeters per
second, and graded soii monotili covers, asphalt, concrete paving, and/or
building foundations Engineered capping systems will be instalied over selected
portions of Areas 1. 2. 4.5 6 7 ang8,

3. Instaliation of a gas collection extr =tion, and treatment system beneath the
RCRA-equivalent cap over the reservorr in Area 2 to collect, remove and treat
subsurface gases. :

AROD_061402wpd wpd Pagel-2
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4. Installation of liquids collection systems inciuding liquids collection points (LCPs)
in the reservoir (Area 2), to monitor, collect, and extract leachate and free liquids
for treatment and disposal at an off-site facility approved by EPA;

5. Use of engineering controls (e.g. physical barriers and/or indoor venting
systems) at, and/or within, existing and new buildings overlying or adjacent to
waste to prevent exposure to site contaminants. Existing buildings or structures
in locations where it is not technically feasible to install engineering controis wil|
be demolished and removed. '

6. To minimize the potential exposure to soil gas, passive gas migration control
(e.g. bioventing wells) or active soil vapor extraction systems wili be installed
along portions of the waste perimeter outside of the reservoir area and near

. existing buildings. Monitoring systems will be installed to ensure performance.

7. Implementation of institutional controls (ICs), including zoning ordinances,

' access controls, groundwater use restrictions, and restrictive covenants, to
ensure the integrity of remedial systems, minimize the potential for exposure to
residual wastes and hazardous substances, and to restrict land use and site
access;

B. Implementation of long-term groundwater monitoring to ensure that the revised
remedy is not contributing to exceedances of groundwater standards; and

8. iImplementation of iong-term operations and maintenance (O&M) to ensure that
all environmental systems and control components are functioning effectively.

No significant impacts from WDI wastes on groundwaler quality have been identified
based on groundwater sampling and the comparison of sampling data with the
locations and characteristics of waste Sources at the site. Some contaminants are
detected upgradient, laterally distant from the WDI waste sources, and in relatively
deep water bearing zones. Although several chemicalis of concern (volatile organic
chemicais and metals) have been detected above their respective State drinking water
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) in groundwater samples, these exceedances do
not appear to be related to site wastes based on their distribution in groundwater. MCL
exceedances have been fimited to several upgradient or deep monitoring wells.
However, exceedances are absent from shallow or intermediate depth wells
downgradient from the WD! waste sources. After extensive monitoring, EPA has
determined that the site has not contributed to exceedances of groundwater MCLs.
EPA has accordingly made the decision not '0 maintain a separate operable unit for
groundwater and will incorporate groundy ter monitoring and institutional controls to
restrict use of groundwater underlying the site into this revised remedy. In the original
ROD, EPA contemplated a Separate operabie unit for groundwater. This amended

AROD _061402wpd.wpd Pagel-3
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ROD, therefore, serves as the final record of decision for the entire site. As a final
remedy, this amended ROD incorporates long-term operations and maintenance (O&M)
into the revised remedy.

F. ROD Data Certification Checklist:

The following information is included in the Decision Summary (Part If) of this Amended
ROD:

. Chemicals of Concern (COCs, Section E). and their respective health-based
concentrations (Section L);

. Summary of site risks represented by the COCs {Section G);

. Cleanup levels and performance standards established for the COCs (Section
L),

. How source materials constituting principal threats are addressed (Sections H
and l);

. Current and reasonably anticipated future land use assumptions and current and

potential future beneficial uses of groundwater used in the risk assessment and
amended ROD (Section F);

. Potential groundwater use that will be available at the site as a result of the
Revised Rermedy (Section F);

. Estimated capital, annual O&M, and total present worth costs, discount rate, and
the number of years over which the remedy cost estimates are projected
{Section L); and

. Key factors that led to selecting the remedy (Section L).

Additignal information can be found in the Administrative Record file for this site.

. -Statutory Determinations

The revised remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with
federal and state requirements that are legally applicabie or relevant and appropriate to
the remedial action, and is cost-effective. This remedy uses permanent solutions and
alternative treatment (or resource fecovery) technologies to the maximum extent
practicable for this site. However, becaur » treatment of the principal threat of the site

was not found to be practicable, this remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference
for treatment as a principal element. Consistent with the NCP and EPA guidance and

AROD_061402wpd.wpd Pagel-4
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directives, including Guidance for Conducting Remedial lnvesrigat:bns/Feasibﬂgy' o
Studies for CERCLA Municipal Lanadfill Sites (EPA OSWER Directive 9355.3-11 ,
February 1991), and Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites (EPA
Directive 9355.0-49FS, Se tember 1993), EPA has selected confainment as the
presumptive remedy to address the low-level threat from the site. :

/J‘ohn Kefmmerer Date
Chief, Site Cleanup Branch
Superfund Division
United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 9
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' PART li - DECISION SUMMARY

A, Site Name, Location, and Description

The Waste Disposal, Incorporated (WD) site consists of approximately 43 acres
located in an industrial area on the east side of Santa Fe Springs in Los Angeles
County, California. The site boundaries include Santa Fe Springs Road on the
northwest, a warehouse and a private high school on the northeast, Los Nietos Road on
the southwest, and Greenleaf Avenue on the southeast. A residential area lies 1o the
east of the site.

The CERCLIS ID numb‘err for the site is: CAD980884357.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPAY).is the lead agericy for the site. The
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is a support agency. DTSC
has concurred with the amended remedy selection,

capping), liquids and gas monitoring and control, engineering controls, access and
Institutional controls, groundwater monitoring, and long-term operations and
maintenance (O&M). :

The 43-acre site consists of 22 parcels of land that are owned by 17 individual
landowners. A buried 42-million gallon reservoir (600 feet in diameter and 25 feet
deep), located in the center of the site, was used for the disposal of a variety of liquid
and solid wastes. In addition, wastes were disposed of outside of the reservoir (in Area
2) and have been delineated in many of the parcels located around the perimeter of the

current small business activities. See Figure 1 for a site location map. Figure 2 shows
a site layout map by Area (etght waste handling areas have been identified based on

reviews of aerial photographs, drilling logs, and other site investigations). See Figure 3
for a 1998 aerial photograph of the site.

AROD_061 402wpd.wpd Page It - 1
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B. Site History & Enforcement Activities

The most significant feature of the WD site is the buried 42-million galion concrete-
flined reservoir (600 feet in diameter and 25 feet deep), located within Area 2 inthe
center of the site. The reservoir was constructed prior to 1924 and was initially used for
crude petroleum storage. The areas outside of the reservoir began to be used for the
unreguiated disposal of a variety of liquid and solid wastes and the possible storage
and mixing of drilling muds by the late 1920s. Sometime between 1937 and 1941, the
owner/operators removed the reservoir cover anticipating a change of use. After
removal of the reservoir cover, the reservoir was used from the early to mid-1940s until
the mid-1960s for the disposal of a variety of liquid and solid wastes.

The disposal site operated under a permit from Log Angeies County from 1949 untii
1964, and may have operated for roughly two to three years afterwards while the site
was graded. Permitted wastes included rotary drifing muds, clean earth, rock, sand,
gravel, paving fragments, concrete, brick, plaster, steel mill slag, dry mud cake from oi
field sumps, and acetylene sludge. Investigations have shown that disposed materials
also included, but were not limited to, the following unpermitted wastes: organic
wastes, oil refinery wastes, solvents, petroleum-related chemicals, and other chemicai
wastes. Wastes were disposed within the reservoir and in areas adjacent to and
outside of the reservoir.

While disposal activities continued during the 1950s, the reservoir and some of the
areas of the site outside the reservoir were gradually developed for commercial and
industrial use. By 1963, the reservoir was covered with filt and by 1964, most, although
not all, disposal activities appeared to have ceased. Grading over the remainder of the
buried wastes continued until approximately 1966. A number of structures were
constructed for small business enterprises.

The site was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) on July 22, 1987. Foliowing
the site’'s NPL listing, EPA issued General Notice Letters to 28 Potentially Responsible
Parties (PRPs). The list inciuded current and former property owners, generators, and
transporters identified during the PRP search. At that time, no party came forward with'
a good faith offer to conduct the Remedial Investigation (Rf), and EPA commenced the
Rlin 1988 as a “Fund-lead” project. in 1988, EPA also undertook a removal action,
erecting a fence around the southern corner of the site at Los Nietos Road and -
Greenleaf Avenue to improve site security and prevent accidental exposure to
contamination.

EPA compleled the initial Ri in November 1990 and commenced work on a Feasibility
Study (FS). Considering comments from the State of Calitornia, EPA decided to
undertake further groundwater sampling - d analysis. In January 1992, EPA
commenced additionai groundwater monitoring at WDI in order 1o assess the possibility
that the site had contributed to exceedances of groundwater standards.

AROD_061402wpd wpa : ' Pagelt-5
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In August 1883, EPA completed the Feasibility Study for contaminated soils ang
subsurface gases for Operable Unit #1 (QU1), and released the Proposed Plan, In
December 1993, EPA signed a Record of Decision (ROD) for OU1. EPA designated a
second operable unit (OU2) for groundwater and decided to reserve selection of g
groundwater remedy pending compietion of groundwater investigations. The 1993
ROD selected a remedy for OU1 that included excavation, reconsolidation, and
containment of waste using a RCRA-equivalent capping system over the reservoir, with
associated soil gas contro! and monitoring.

)

in 1994, EPA issued Unilateral Administrative Order (UAC) #94-17 to eight PRPs to _
compel commencement of Remedial Design (RD) activities for the site. EPA issued
Amended UAO #97-09 in 1997 to add thirteen additional parties to the PRP working
group,-and ordered additional investigative activities at the site as well as continued
remedial design activities. This PRP group, known as the Waste Disposal, inc. Group
(WDIG), has performed numerous site investigative and design activities at the site
since 1994, '

Based on new information compiled and obtained during additional investigative
activities concerning the nature and lateral extent of waste and soil gas at the site, EPA
determined that the ROD should be amended. This Amended ROD addresses
fundamental changes in the scope, performance, and cost of the originally selected
remedy. Work on the supplemental remedial design investigations and the
Supplemental Feasibility Study continued from 1997 to May 2001. EPA and WDIG
completed the Supplemental Feasibility Study in May 2001, and EPA held a public
comment period and conducted a public hearing on the proposed pian for the revised
remedy in June 2001. ' :

Between 1992 and 2000, EPA and the WDIG conducted extensive groundwater
investigations at the WD site, Additional monitoring wells were constructed and
sampled in conjunction with continued sampling of the existing monitoring well network.
While groundwater sampling has identified Some contamination in the vicinity of the
WDl site, EPA believes that this contamination is not attributable to the WDI site
(Groundwater Data Evaluation Repont, 2000). To ensure protection of the groundwater,
this Amended ROD incorporates groundwater monitoring and groundwater ICs as part
of the remedy.

——

Table 1 presents a general chronology of the site history, 'including selected significant
" events and activities.

C. Community Participation
Community participalion activities under * e original ROD are summarized in Section

4.0 of the 1993 ROD. Refer to Table 1 of this Amended ROD for a listing of other
community participation activities since 1993, Following completion of the

AROD_061402wpd.wpd Pagell-6
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TABLE 1
CHRONOLOGY OF SIGNIFICANT CERCLA PROCESSES AND ACTIVITIES AT THE

WDI SITE
DATE EVENTIAC';'!VITY —
1986 . Proposed NPL Listing
1987 Final NPL Listing
ﬂ 1957 General Notice issued o 28 PRPs
I 1987.1588 Removal Action (Fencing, Drum Removal)
1987-1589 Remedial Investigation {and report)
1989-1990 Endangement Assessment
1962 Begin Groundwater Monitoring Activities
1993 - Start of Feasibility Study
1992 Proposed Plan w
1593 ROD Signature 1
1994 Adminisirative Unilaterat Order 94-17 ]
1994-1995 Predesign Investigations ] )
1895 Pf_edesign Report —F
1996 90% Remedial Design Repont
1996 : Community Meeting on 50% Design Report
1996 Public Mestings
1895 Decision to Review Remedy Selaction & Prepare an Amended ROD
1957 Amended Administrative Unilateral Order 97-09 {1o add additional generator PAPs and parform
additional remadial design investigative activitios) :
1997.1998 ‘ Remedial Design Investigations
1997-19%9 Pilot Scaie Liquits Treatabiity Study (TM-13)
1997-2000 Continue Groundwater Investiganons
1995 Community Meetngs on Remadial Dasign
2000 Groundwater Data Evaluabon Repon
2000 General Notce re-1ssued 1o agaitional PAPs, inciuding current owners
2001 Complation of Supplemental Feasibility Swoy
2001 Remad:al Design Investigations Sumimary Repornt
2001 Public Meating on Proposed Pian

Amended ROD 06/02
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Supplemental Feasibility Study for WDI in May 2001, EPA released the Proposed Plan
for the revised remedy on June 1, 2001. At that time, EPA also announced that the
updated Administrative Record file for the site was available, inciuding additional
Remedial Investigation reports, the Supplemental Feasibility Study, and the Proposed
Plan. The Administrative Record File is located at the EPA Region 9 offices in San
Francisco, and at the local information repository in the Santa Fe Springs Public Library
in Santa Fe Springs, California. A pubiic comment period was conducted from June 1

to July 2, 2001. -

A public hearing on the Proposed Plan was held on June 14, 2001 in Santa Fe Springs
and was attended by a variety of community and landowner representatives. At the
public hearing EPA presented a summary of the proposed remedy for the site and
answered questions concerning the elements of the remedy. Public comments were
received and recorded at the meeting. Several written comments were also received
during the Public Comment period. EPA’s responses to both the oral and written
comments received during this period are included in the Responsiveness Summary
~(Pant 1lI) of this Amended ROD. ' -

D. Scope & Role of Operable Unit

The original 1993 ROD identified two distinct OUs.for the WD site:
Operable Unit 1 (Original): Contaminated soil & soil gas
Operabie Unit 2 (Original): | Contaminated groundwater

The 1893 ROD focused on OU1, addressing contaminated soil and soil gas. The ROD
anticipated that OU2 for groundwater would be separalely addressed at a later date.
However, groundwater investigations conducted between 1998 and 2000 ultimately led
EPA to determine that the WDI site has not caused exceedances of groundwater -
standards as defined by California maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). EPA
accordingly has concluded that only continued groundwater monitoring and the use of
ICs will be necessary to ensure that site-related hazardous substances do not
contribute to exceedances of MCLs.

This Amended ROD presents the revised remedy for OU1 and incorporates OU2 by
addressing all known contaminated media al the site. This Amended ROD serves as
the final Record of Deciston for the entire WD site. This Amended ROD will address
buried waste, contarminated soils. soil gas. liquids, groundwater monitoring, and ICs
{including groundwater ICs). under the revised remedia! action.
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E. Site Characteristics

1. Site Overview

For descriptive purposes, the site has been divided into eight areas (Areas 1 through 8)
as shown in Figure 2. The eight areas contain 22 parcels of land, 19 of which contain -
various currently operating businesses {e.g. machine shops, auto repair shops, and
light industrial complexes). Investigations have shown that 11 of the 19 parceis have
structures located over buried waste. Three of the 22 parcels are currently unoccupied.
Areas 1 and 8 of the site are occupied by several light industrial complexes and small
commercial businesses. The buried 42-million gallon capacity reservoir is located in the
central portion of Area 2. The northwestern portion of the reservoir area is covered with
an asphalt parking lot and is currently used for recreational vehicle storage. The
remaining portion of Area 2 is undeveloped. Areas 3 through 7 are adjacent to
Greenleaf Avenue. Areas 3 and 4 are undeveloped and are the closest areas to nearby
residential areas. One structure located in Area 5 is used for a commercial business.
Areas 6 and 7 are also undeveloped and contain several concrete foundations that

" remain from previous structures.

The WD site is located on property designated for industrial land use. Zoning for the
site is M-2 Heavy Manutfacturing. The City of Santa Fe Springs is highly supportive of
commercial and industrial development in the area, and has been seeking to redevelop
the WDI site for industrial land uses. The WD site is within the Norwalk Boulevard
Redevelopment Project Area, which has been merged into the Consolidated
Redevelopment Project. EPA has provided a grant to the City of Santa Fe Springs
under the Superfund Redevelopment Initiative program to prepare a master
redeveiopment plan for the parcels included within the WD1 site. This Amended ROD
anticipates that the existing iand use designation will remain in effect, and that the site
may be redeveloped at some point in the future for industrial purposes.

2. Location and Extent of Contamination

Soil borings were drilled at the WD! sie for geologic logging and chemical
characterization duning two pnimary penods ol investigation: the 1988 RI conducted by
the EPA and the 1997 Remedial Design Investigalions conducted by both EPA and
WDIG: Constituents detected in waste inciude volatile organic compounds (VOCs),
primarily benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene. and xylene (BTEX); semivolatile organic
compounds (SVOCs). and heavy metals such as arsenic, chromium, copper, and lead.
Waste and contaminated soil have been identified throughout Area 2, which contains
the buried reservoir, and portions of Areas 1.4, 5,6, 7. and 8 where other buried
wastes have been found Figure 4 presents the estimated delineation of the extent of
waste as reflected by current sie intormc...on oblained from 1988 through 2001. The
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buried waste and impacted soil ranges in thickness from an average of approximate!y?
to10 feet to a maximum of 20 feet.

3. Soit Gas

in-business air monitoring (sampling and analyses of ambient air within the
building/business environment) at six existing structures has shown no indication of
migration of site-related gas into on-site businesses.

Soil gas “hot spots” are present in the subsurface (vadose zone) within and outside the
reservoir (in Area 2) in many areas of the site, including shallow fill soils, buried waste
material, and deeper native soils. The “hot spots” are characterized by elevated levelg
(e.g., exceeding preliminary-remediation Screening levels) of BTEX, methane,
petroleum hydrocarbons, and chlorinated volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in soil
gas. Investigations have revealed that there are large variations in subsurface gas
concentrations across the site area. Chloroform, trichloroethane, tetrachloroethene
(PCE), benzene, methane, trichloroethene (TCE), and vinyl chloride have been
detected. PCE is the most prevalent VOC detected in soil gas at the WD site. TCE
has the highest average concentration among the detected soil gas compounds and
vinyl chloride shows the highest overall concentrations but has been detected at only a
limited number of soil gas monitoring points. The primary constituents detected are
methane, benzene, viny! chioride, TCE, and PCE,

A pilot test was performed from 1997 1o 1998 to assess the teasibility of high vacuum
extraction for soil gas removal. Removai of subsurface gases at the site using high
vacuum extraction has been shown to provide only limited effectiveness due to
relatively low rates of gas generation, anisotropic conditions, and the low-conductivity
character of the host media.

4, Lig'uids

Multiple investigations have indicated the presence of perched liquids and/or teachate
both within the reservoir area (in Area 2) and at various isolated locations outside of the

of thin seams and discrete zones of low permeability filwaste materials within the
reservoir wastes. Liquids were also encc .nlered outside the reservoir during the 1997
and 1998 field investigations conducted by WDIG and EPA.

ARGD_061402wpd.wpd _ Page H- 11
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Liquids investigations indicate that reservoir (in Area 2) liquids/leachate contain
CERCLA hazardous substances, including but not limited to VOCs, such as benzene,
toluene, ethylbenzene, and vinyl chioride; SVOCs; PCBs; and metals such as arsenic,
chromium, and lead. In addition to the presence of liquids in the underlying waste, the
1997-1998 remedial design investigations indicated that liquids were also generated _
substantially through infiltration of surface rainwater rather than due to the presence of
liquids in the underlying waste. A pilot scale liquids treatability study performed in 1999
assessed the potential for removal and treatment of site liquids. During the treatability
study, approximately 129,350 gallons of aqueous liquids were extracted and treated
along with 800 gallons of oily liquids. Extraction rates commenced at 120 gallons per
hour and decreased significantly to 2 galions per hour at the end of the 52-week study.
Overall performance of liquids extraction was limited due to the heterogeneity and
anisotropy of the waste mass. The study indicated that liquids removal might be
technically feasible, but is cost-prohibitive due to the very low extraction rates.
Instaflation of containment systems to prevent infiltration of rainwater will substantially
inhibit the generation of liquids within the reservoir and the perimeter areas.

5. Groundwater & Hydrogeology

The WDI site is located in the Whittier area of the Los Angeles Central Groundwater
Basin. WDI is underlain by unconsolidated recent alluvium and the Lakewood and San
Pedro formations (primarily Pleistocene age fluvial sedimentary deposits). Based on
extensive Rl soil boring characterization, the subsurface stratigraphy and materials at
the WD site include:

. 5 -15 feet of fill material covering the concrete reservoir (in Area 2), waste
containment areas, and most of the site:

10.- 25 feet of sandy clay and silt that underlie the fili and waste deposits;

. S0 feet of sandy, pebbly, channelized braided river (fluvial) deposits that underiie
the near-surface interval;

. - Groundwater that has been encountered at depths of 48 to 65 feet bgs;

~Iinterbedded sand and pebbly sand units underlie the shallower fluvial
Channelized deposits around 80 to 130 feet bgs. Aithough local low-conductivity
layers/lenses occur throughout Ihe site, a laterally extensive and continuous
confining bed has not been idenlified either above or below the groundwater
table.

The Groundwater Data Evaluation Repor. {U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and COM
Federal, 2000} presents detailed analysis of the hydrogeclogy at the WD site. Figure 5
presents a hydrogeologic cross section of the WD site. Regional data demonstrates
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the presence of deeper water bearing zones extending in depth from 70 feet to
approximately 1,000 feet bgs. The upper water bearing zone (estimated to be 100 feet
or greater in thickness) appears to comprise a continuous and interconnected sandy
aquifer interbedded with minor amounts of clay and silt. The deepest soil borings (100
to 130 bgs) drilled at the WDI site to-date have not identified laterally extensive
confining beds within in the upper water-bearing zone. The maximum depth of the
upper water bearing zone at the site is not known but may extend to depths of 150 to
200 feet bgs based on regional data. Below the upper aquifer zone are thicker and-
more extensive sand and gravel aquifers of the San Pedro Formation (to depths up to
1000 feet bgs). Groundwater fiows generally southward, flowing radially southeast on
the southeastern portion of the site and radially southwest on the southwestem portion
of the site. The horizontal groundwater gradients are very low across the site ranging
from 0.002 feet/foot in the western portion of the site to 0.003 feet/foot in the eastemn
portion of the site. The gradient steepens to 0.035 feet/foot in the southwestern comer
of the site. See Figure 6 for a presentation of groundwater contours and flow directions
as of September 1997.- The vertical gradient varies across the site ranging from 0.008
feet/foot in the southwestern part of the site to 0.052 feet/foot in the southem central
portion of the site. Groundwater flow rate or seepage velocity has been estimated to
range from 6 to 60 feet/year based on assumed hydraulic conductivities soil
characteristics present at the WDI site. The City of Santa Fe Springs owns and -
operates three municipal wells (located north [0.9 miles upgradient), west [1.3 miles],
and south [4 miles] of the site) that are compieted in deeper aquifers between 200 and
900 teet bgs. No wells in the vicinity produce water from the shaliow groundwater zone
that underlies the WDI site. As described in the 2000 Groundwater Data Evaluation
Report, 1994 and 1995 water quality anatyses for the water well south of WDI| showed
no detections for VOCs. 1997 analyses for the water well north of WDI showed PCE
and TCE concentrations of 4.5 ug/t and 1.4 ug/l, respectively (1997). In addition,
groundwater data al several nearby industrial sites northwest of WDI indicate much
higher releases of these contaminants.

WDl is situated in a heavily industrial area and the production of oit from the Santa Fe
Springs Oil Field has been ongoing since the early 1900s. As part of the Groundwater
Data Evaluation, a Site Assessment Report was acquired from VISTA information
Solutions, Inc. (VISTA) that inciuded information on sites within a 1.25-mile radius of
WDI. As discussed in evaluations incorporated in the 2000 Groundwater Data
Evaluation Report, upgradient and cross-gradient of the WDI site are several properties
that have had confirmed solvent (PCE, TCE) releases. Groundwater investigations at
three sites located to the northwest of WDI indicated concentrations of VOCs in
groundwater that considerably exceed Federal and State MCls {(greater than 10,000 .
ug/l). The sites located upgradient of WDI have documented contamination -at much
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higher concentrations than for any of the VOCs detected in groundwater at the WDI
site. For these reasons, it is most likely that the PCE and TCE detected in groundwater
rmonitoring wells in the western portion of the WDl site are refated to solvent releases
associated with the upgradient industrial sites. The Groundwater Data Evaluation
Report and subsequent groundwater monitoring report the following conclusions:

. The primary VOCs detected in groundwater samples are PCE and TCE
generally at concentrations less that 20 ug/l. PCE and TCE concentrations in
two monitoring wells exceed their respective primary drinking water MCLs (5
ugll). These VOCs have been detected only in the western portion of the site.
The exceedances have been limited to upgradient and deep monitoring wells
(screened to 128 feet bgs). Shallow and intermediate depth monitoring wells,
including welis located immediately adjacent to deep wells with exceedances,
show predominantly non-detects or minor detections below MCLs. Based on
groundwater flow conditions, the distribution of detections, and information on
offsite groundwater contamination sites (see discussion above), the sources of
the PCE and TCE detected in the monitoring wells in the western portion of WD!
appear to be from solvent releases associated with upgradient industrial sites.

. There appears to be no LNAPL or DNAPL sources contributing to groundwater
contamination beneath the site since high concentrations (i.e., > 1,000 ng/) of
dissolved solvents or BTEX and evidence of oily sheen have not been observed
in any of the groundwater sampling conducted at the WD site.

. Groundwater sampling at WDI has not shown a consistent distribution or
detection of the primary metals (arsenic, chromium, copper, lead) which are
present at elevated concentrations in WDl wastes. The concentrations of these
metals in groundwater are generally very low and have only exceeded their
MCLs in isolated sampling rounds. Evidence of migration or impact to
groundwater from metals in WDI waste has not been observed in the
groundwater sampling data.

. Elevated concentrations of aluminum, iron, manganese, and selenium have
 been detected in groundwater samples, in local cases above primary or
secondary drinking water standards. The fact that these metals are detected
- uniformiy across the site (locally at higher concentrations in upgradient wells)
suggest that the elevated concentrations reflect regional water quality conditions
and are not related to onsite sources.

As recommended in the 2000 Groundwater Data Evaluation Report, two additional
monitoring wells were installed at the WD site to monitor conditions upgradient of
(depth of about 120 feet bgs) and directly adjacent to and downgradient of the reservoir
in Area 2 (approximate depth of 60 feet bgs). Analytical results available for 2001
showed no VOC detections for either of these wels.
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6. |dentification of Chemicals of Concem (COCs)

On-site soils contain oil well drilling muds, sludges, petroleum-related waste products,
low concentrations of VOCs and SVOCs, low concentrations of pesticides and PCBs,
arsenic, chromium, and lead. Subsurface gas includes methane along with various
VOCs, such as benzene, chloroform, vinyt chloride, PCE, and TCE, among others. The
primary risk drivers are benzene, with a soil gas standard of 10.0 parts per billion by
volume (ppbv), and vinyl chloride, with a soil gas standard of 10.0 ppbv. The California
integrated Waste Management Board Methane Standards of 5.0 percent at the site
boundary and 1.25 percent in on-site buildings are also considered media-specific
health-based COC concentration limits.

EPA has used data that was collected during initial remedial investigations and
substantiated during subsequent site investigation to identify chemicals of concern in
soil, soil gas, and groundwater. See Table 2 for a listing of COCs that have been
identified for the WDI site and their media of occurrence. The COCs identified in soil
include 11 metals, 7 chlorinated pesticides, 16 VOCs, polyaromatic hydrocarbons
(PAHs), and PCBs. Among those listed in Table 2, COCs identified for soil gas inciude
benzene, carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, 1,2-dibromoethane, PCE, 1,1,1-TCA, TCE,
and vinyl chloride. For groundwater, the COCs include arsenic, lead, manganese,
mercury, toluene, carbon tetrachloride, chloroform, PCE, and TCE. Since the
preparation of the 1393 ROD, EPA has identified additional chemicals of concern in
groundwater and soil gas. Benzene, xylenes, and vinyl chloride have been added as
COCs in groundwater. Chemicals added as COCs in soil gas include 1,2-
dichloropropane, ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylenes.

7. Conceptual Site Model

Figure 7 summarizes the Conceptual Site Model (CSM) on which the risk assessment
and remedial actions are based. The mode! addresses potentia! impacts to soil, air,
and groundwater and illustrates contaminant sources, release mechanisms, exposure
pathways, migration routes, and potential receptors. Key components of the model are
described below.

a. _Sources of Contamination from the WDI Site

The primary sources of contamination include solid and liquid wastes that were buried
in association with operation of the WDI site. Additional sources comprise
contamination that may be associated with the operations of numerous small
businesses that have been developed on the site. COCs at the WDI site are listed in
Table 2. The primary contaminant source s {buried concrete reservoir in Area 2, other
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TABLE 2

CHEMICALS OF CONCERN FOR ALL SITE MEDIA
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE
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buried waste areas/waste handiing areas, Area 1 and Areas 3-8, and soil gas) occur at
depths ranging from 5to 25 feet bgs across the site. The estimated lateral extent of
buried waste has been expanded since issuance of the 1993 ROD. Figure 3 illustrates
the extent of buried waste based on recent site investigations.

b.  Reiease Mechanisms

Release mechanisms are associated with waste disposal activities as well as methods
utilized at the site to control and contain sources of contamination (e.g., existing
concrete reservoir in Area 2). Other mechanisms include transmission of contaminant-
laden dust, plant uptake, potential commingling and infittration of waste constituents to
subsurface soils and groundwater, and potential impacts from stormwater runoff.
Particularly relevant to the WDI site, investigations have also documented the formation
of soil gas which may impact future site occupants, including tenants of on-site
businesses. ‘ o .

C. Exposure Pathways

Primary exposure routes to potential receptors include: direct contact, ingestion, or
inhalation of soil particulates (e.g., wind-borne dust associated with the site); inhalation
of ambient atmospheric transported soil gas emissions; and inhalation of subsurface
soil gas constituents migrating through structure foundations.

Exposure pathways include wind, ambient atmospheric transport, subsurface migration,
grass, groundwater, surface water, and sediments.

The primary pathways for potential contaminant migration to groundwater include direct
release of waste liquids from the concrete reservoir in Area 2, direct release of liquids or
leaching of contaminants from the buned waste sump areas, and leaching or diffusion
of VOCs from soil gas.

d. Primary Receplors

Receptors include on-site occupants of the WDI site, such as tenants of existing and
future industrial enterprises.  Also considered in the model are other human receptors
such-as offsite youths (students at school adjacent to the site), offsite residents, and
potential trespassers on the site

AROD_061402wpd wpd Page il - 20
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F. Current & Potential Future Site & Resources Uses

1. Current Land Use

The WD site encompasses a total of 22 individual land parcels, 19 of which currently
contain structures. Zoning for the site is M-2 Heavy Manufacturing with an Industrial
tand use designation. Exisling structures accommodate a wide variety of light industrial
entefprises, including recreational vehicle storage, a tool and die shop, printing and
plating shops, and vehicle maintenance facilities.

Adjacent fand uses inciude residential areas and additional businesses that undertake
light industriat and commercial activities. A private high school with associated athletic
playing fields is located directly north of the WDI site. Throughout the community
involvement process (see Section C for discussion of community participation), the high
school has expressed concerns regarding (1) short-term and long-term visual impacts,
(2} short-term construction noise, (3) offsite drainage, and (4) potential offsite migration

~ of contamination.

2. Accommodation of Future Use of the Site

Since the issuance of the originat 1993 ROD, the City of Santa Fe Springs has
continued to express a strong inlerest in redeveloping the site for industrial uses. In
2000, EPA provided a grant to the City of Santa Fe Springs under the Superfund
Redevelopment Initiative {SRI) to develop a master plan tor the future redevelopment
and reuse of the site. The Cily is prepanng the development plan and is exploring
numerous industrial land uses

Recognizing the City's interest i regevelopment of the site, EPA evaluated remed:al
alternatives as presented in the Supplemental Feasibility Study that address
redevelopment according to separate and distinct strategies. These strategies
emphasize protection of human heaith and the environment through implementation of
containment systems. The alternatives differ, however, with respect to the timing and
sequencing of redevelopment. Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 would involve a two-step
‘approach to redevelopment. entailing (1) early implementation of EPA’s remedial action
and (2) laler redevelopment of the site that could involve parcel consolidation and
redevetopment for non-residential uses by other entities. Under Alternatives 2,4, and 5
the remedial action would be planned and designed to accommodate future
redevelopment by the City or other parties 10 the maximum extent practicable while not
compromising or interfenng with EPA’s mandate to protect public heaith and the
environment. Alternalive 3 includes integrated remediation and redevelopment of the
site according to both EPA’s remediation plan and a City-approved master
redeveiopment plan that would take into cunsideration restricted reuse of the buried
reservoir area. Alternative 31n the Suppiementary Feasibility Study included removal of

. S
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all current structures and site preparation for future uses. EPA did not select
Altemative 3 as the preferred alternative, however, because it is not feasible to
concurrently include redevelopment directly as part of EPA’s remedy for the site at this
time and because EPA does not have authority to control or mandate the
redeveiopment. Moreover, the challenges of directly integrating the implementation of
the containment remedy with redevelopment are considered significant.
implementation of the remedy would need to be delayed to allow the City to finalize its -
redevelopment plans, enter into development agreements, and work with existing
landowners whose businesses may potentially be relocated. The revised remedy

- presented in this Amended ROD (Alternative 2) will be generally compatible with the
City's desire to redevelop the site in the future. Within EPA’s authority, and to the
maximum extent practicable, the design and implementation for the remedy will be
accomplished so as not to preclude appropriate redevelopment of the site.

3. Anticipated Future Groundwater Use

The City of Santa Fe Springs cutrently owns and operates three municipal water supply
wells, two of which are located within 1.5 miles of the WDi site. According to State and
City sources one well is located 0.9 mile upgradient from the site and produces water
from aquifer zones ranging between 200 and 900 feet bgs. Another well is located 1.3
miles west of the WD site and is screened in a deep aquifer zone, but is currently not
active. The other active municipal water supply well is located four miles south and
downgradient of the site and produces water from deeper aquifer zones below 300 feet
bgs. Historical information, summarized in the Final Groundwater Characterization
Report (Ebasco, 1989), has indicated that several private wells were constructed within
one mile of the WDiI site and were historically used to produce water from deeper
water-bearing zones for irrigation and industrial purposes.

The revised remedy will include long-term groundwater monitoring to ensure that the
remedy is functioning effectively and to detect any releases from the site that may
adversely impact local groundwater. The remedy will include institutional controls that
will prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater and prohibit the construction of any
new on-site wells without approval by EPA. Institutional controis will aiso address
coordination with state and local regulatory agencies to restrict the poteritial permitting
and construction of any new weills in contaminated shallow water- bearing zones in the
vicinity of the WDI site. .

G. Summafy of Site Risks
The potential risks identified at the WD/ site are exposure by direcl contact with
contaminated soil, the inhalation of contarninated soils via dust, and the inhalation of

gases migrating into enclosed spaces. R -k evaluations were performed for COCs
detected at the site, including metals, pesticides, VOCs, and SVOCs.
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An Endangerment Assessment was first performed by EPA in November 1989
(EBASCO, 1989) to estimate the potential risk to current users of the site. This
assessment quantitatively evaluated the risks to current and future site receplors at the
site. The Endangerment Assessment was conducted for the “current” site uses
including the presence of trespassers, nearby off-site adult and child residents, and
nearby off-site students exposed to airborne particles and VOCs. The assessment
concluded that the highest potential cancer risk (plausible maximum) is approximately 3
X 10°® (or 3'in 100,000) which is within the cancer risk range considered acceptable by
EPA (Tabie 3). The noncarcinogenic Hazard Index (Hl) for current uses were also
below 1 and considered acceptable except for trespassers contacting surface soils with

an Ht equal to 3.

For future land use scenarios, the 1989 Endangerment Assessment assumed a
residential (i.e., unrestricted) scenario that evaluated on-site residents contacting
contaminated surface soil; on-site residents ingesting contaminated groundwater; and
on-site residents inhaling contaminants in indoor air from subsurface gas migration.
The Assessment conciuded that the highest potential cancer risk (plausible maximum)
is approximately 3 X 10° (or 3 in 1,000), which is outside the cancer risk range
considered acceptable by EPA (Table 3). The noncarcinogenic HI for future uses was
greater than 1 and considered unacceptable for residents contacting soil, and residents
ingesting contaminated groundwater. Presently, the anticipated future use of the
property is industrial; the assumption of residential use in the 1989 report is considered
to be a conservative, health-protective assumption. Because of the proximity of the site
to residences and a school, and the growth anticipated in the area, this conservative
residential assumption is reasonable. The 1989 Endangerment Assessment used the
following criteria to identify COCs listed in the previous section:

. Comparison with blanks: The Endangerment Assessment used trip and field
blanks to identify compounds that are not site-related.

. Comparison with background concentrations: The Endangerment Assessment
typically did not identify inorganics as COCs if sample concentrations were less
than five times the background concentrations.

. Frequency of detection: The Endangerment Assessment typically did not identity
~a chemical as a COC if it was detected in less than five percent of the samptes.

e Consideration of concentration, toxicity, and physicochemical properties: The
Endangerment Assessment typically did not include compounds with very low

toxicity as COCs. Conversely the Endangerment Assessment did identify highly
toxic compounds as COCs.
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Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision
1. Toxicity Assessment -

For risk assessment purposes, human health effects of chemicals were separated into
two categories of toxicity: noncarcinogenic and carcinogenic effects. For carcinogens,
there is no threshold dose that may result in deleterious effects. This means thatany -
level of exposure to a carcinogen may result in some level of risk of disease. For
noncarcinogens, threshold doses are applicable as described below.

2. Reference Doses (Noncarcinogenic Effects)

Reference doses (RfDs) are the toxicity values used to evaiuate noncarcinogenic
effects. An RID, expressed in units of daily milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg-day), ,
represents an estimate of a daily exposure concentration that will not result in adverse
effects in the most sensitive of individuals in a lifetime. If an exposure results in an
estimated intake exceeding the RfD, there is a potential for adverse health effects.
Table 4 presents the oral and inhalation RfDs used in the 1989 Endangerment
Assessment as well as sources for the RfDs,

3. Cancer Slope Factors (Carcinogenic Effects)

To evaluate carcinogenic effects, EPA has developed cancer slope factors that define
the retationship between dose and response of specific chemicals. Slope factors,
expressed in units of daily milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg-day), estimate the probability
of developing cancer per unit intake of a chemical. The probability of developing

cancer equals the product of the slope factor times the exposure. EPA derives slope
factors from laboratory studies with animals or from human epidemiological studies.
The slope factor represents the upper 95" confidence leve! on a probability of a
response per unit intake of a chemical over a lifetime. EPA classifies chemicals into the
following several groups according to the weight of evidence showing that specific
chemicals may cause cancer:

. Group A - Human carcinogens (sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in humans)
. Group B - Probable human carcinogens (B1 -- limited evidence of
-carcinogenicity in humans; B2 -- sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in animals

with inadequate evidence for carcinogenicity in humans)

—Group C - Possible Human Carcinogens (limited evidence of carcinogenicity in
animals with limited evidence of carcinogenicity in humans)

. Group D - Not Classifiable

. Group E - No Evidence of Carcinogenicity

EPA typically develops slope factors (SFs) for chemicals classified in groups A, B1, and
B2, and on a case-by-case basis for cheinicals in Group C. Table 4 presenis the slope
factors for each of the WD! site COCs.
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4, Exposure Assessment

The 1989 Endangerment Assessment identified several potential receptors for the WD)
site based on then-current land uses:

. Trespassers contacting surface soils
. Offsite residents inhaling airborne particulates and VOC emissions
. Students inhaling airborne particulates and VOC emissions

The most likely future land use scenario also includes future industrial redevelopment.
As a worst-case scenario, the 1989 Endangerment Assessment assumed that the site
could be redeveloped for residential land uses. On-site residents were used as a
conservative indicator since this is considered a maximum exposure condition. For
future land use conditions, the Endangerment Assessment quantitatively evaluated the
following receptor and exposure pathways: _

. On-site residents contacting soil and ingesting groundwater
. On-site residents inhaling VOC emissions and indoor air

These assumptions are considered conservative since it is anticipated that future land
use on-site would be restricted to certain industrial uses. The assumptions are '
reasonable, however, in light of the proximity of residential land uses to the site.

5, Estimation of Daily Intakes

EPA estimated both an average exposure and daily intake and a plausibie maximum
intake for current and future receptors at the site. The average daily intake was
estimated by EPA using mean soil, soil gas, and groundwater concentrations as well as
average exposure parameters. For plausible maximum intake, EPA used the maximum
soil, soil gas, and groundwater concentrations together with upper range estimates for
exposure parameters. Tabie 5 presents the values and calculations used to estimate

exposure,

6. .Exposure Point Concentrations

Concentration at the point of human contact is known as exposure point concentration.
The 1989 Endangerment Assessment estimated an average and plausible maximum
exposure point concentration. For potential exposure to contaminants in soil and
groundwater, EPA assumed that the exposure point is at the same collection point
(e.g., soil coliection point or groundwaler monitoring weil location). For these media,
EPA used the geometric mean of all sampling locations to calculate an average
exposure point concentration and maximwm detected concentration to calculate the
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TABLE 5

VALUES USED TO CALCULATE CHRONIC DAILY INTAKE (CD}}
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

Amended ROD 06/20

Page 1 of
EXPOSURE PARAMETER AVERAGE PLAUSIBLE INTAKE EQUATION/
ARAMETER DEFINIT! NIT
ROUTE cope - | PARAMETERDEFINITION |  UNITS CASE | MAXIMUM MODEL NAME
CURRENT LAND-USE SCENARIO
cs Chemical Concentration in Soi mgAg wﬂ-m- .”‘,M :mm by ingastion (INTi} = CS x ABS x RS
EF Exposiure Frequency Meantwaek 1 5 .
) intake by demnal comact o]
ED Exposure Duration years 4 6 X SAXCr (INTd) = CS 1 ABS
BW Body weight g -] 60
) ) COl = JUINT: + INTd)
Direct wth RS sm_hmon Rate mgyevent 100 100 2ED x EF)BW x AT)
Soil by Traspassers A Expossd Suriace Ares o 1,400 1,986
ABS Sk AJSOMLON wnitiess """."‘n - chemscal-spacific
sC Soif Comact e movcn’-day 145 iEx
ATC Averaping Time tor Caronogens days 27315 75
AT-N Avaraging Time for Noncarcinogens days =ED x 365 =ED x 365
Cv Conversion Factor kgimg $E-06 E06
CA Chemcal Concontrahon i A rrvm’ oone. el CONs.
inaka Dy mhalation {INTs) s CAx P x £L x
EF {acuit) Exposure Freguency dsyyyear 0 30 ABSi & OV
€L (adun) Exposume Lengah hours/gay 24 24
CDl = [INTR X ED x EF¥
ED {aduir) Exposure Duration yoars 9 30 (BW x AT}
Innalatson of BW (aoutl) Bady Wesght xg 70 70
Mrbome Panculates .
NG Volgtias by ABS. nhaiation Absorption Fracuon UHesS chemcai- chamcal-spacthc
Aguit R and pacitic
Susents " rinalation Rate mYaay 20 20
Cv Corversion Factor Caphours 0.042 0.042
EF (stuosn) Ewposure Fraausncy days/vear 180 180
EL (stugent) Esposure Lengm hoursaay a 0
ED {stuoent) Exposurs Duanon years 4 [
BW {swgent) Body Wegh kg - & 60
FUTURE LAND-USE SCENARIC
cs Onerrcal Concenranon «n Som oG WM""‘C maamum IMC\. by mm-(m) = TS x ABS 1 RS
Dyrect Conact warty EF tmgutty Esposure Frequency Axyryaar 240 65
Sol by Onsae contact {INT4) » CS 1 ABS
el - )
Res. ET (adhtt) Exposure Ourstion yoat N 30 :u;:gm {
- BW ssdutl Body Wegnt Ll 0 70
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- TABLE 5

VALUES USED TO CALCULATE CHRONIC DAILY INTAKE (CDI)
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

Amended ROD 0612

(Continued)
Page 2 of 2
EXPOSURE | PARAMETER A DEFIN -AVERAGE | PLAUSIBLE INTAKE EQUATION/
ITION NITS
ROUTE CODE PARAMETE U CASE | MAXIMUM MODEL NAME
FUTURE LAND-USE SCENARID {Continued)
IAS (adult} Sail Ingestion Rate _ mp/day 100 100 COi-IﬂNTNMd]xED:EFWBW.AT)
SA (achity Exposed Surtace Area o 1,400 1,980 '
ABS Skon Absorpion unitess Tamcs | chemica-spacitic
SC Sou Coniact Rste i ™ 1.45 an
ATL Averaging Time for Carcincpens days 21475 75
D"s':‘svm"' D'm AT-N Avacagang Time lor Noncarcinogers cays «ED x 365 «ED x 365
Residonts Cv Comnversion Factor kp'mg TE08 1E06
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ED {child) Exposure Durstion yoars 6 6
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Chamcal Concentraton » Ground peorneing
o Water mgkg mean Mixirraam
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ED {adun} Exposure Duranon y#ars g 0 ?B?ﬂlf.x(f‘rv; xing ED X EFY
BW {aauh) Body Wegnt kg 70 7
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"‘°°°n' ;' by Onsie EL Exposure Langth hoursidey 24 24
ABS el shon Absorpbion F rachon urviiess m'"":: ThaTaCa-SpacH
Cw Cornvarseon Factor aayhours 0.042 0 042 .
= [INT F
- D laoun) Exposurs Duation yars ' 20 ﬁ;o'w _&”;,“ED'E. ¥
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ndoor Air Ty Onaste R (st Irfuaton Rme m'ioay Fau) 20
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plausible maximum exposure point concentration. EPA assumed that trespassers
might be exposed to surface soils. For this scenario, EPA used 34 surface samples
collected during the remedial investigation (RI) to estimate exposure point
concentrations. Under the future land use scenario, the Endangerment Assessment
assumed that future residents (a conservative assumption) might be exposed to
contaminants present in the upper 20 feet of soil as a result of grading and other
construction activities. For this scenario, EPA estimated exposure point concentrations
using soil samples collected from 0 to 20 feet bgs. :

Contaminants in soil and soil gas at the site may be transported to a downwind

receptor. For the potential exposure to air, modeling was utilized to estimate exposure
point concentrations. The Endangerment Assessment used a Gaussian dispersion
model (Turner, 1970) to measure exposure point concentrations in ambient air at
locations 0.1, 0.5, and 1.0 kilometers downwind of the site. The risk assessment aiso
used a one-compartment indoor air modet (for above-ground structures) along with soil
gas results to estimate indoor air concentrations for future residents living on-site.

7. Risk Characterization

To estimate carcinogenic (cancer) risks, the Chronic Daily intakes (CDIs) for each
exposure pathway are multiplied by SFs. The resulting risk estimate represents the
incremental probability of an individual developing cancer over a lifetime as a result of
exposure to the carcinogen. Tabie 3 presents the cancer risk esfimates for current and
future land-use under several different exposure scenarios.

To estimate noncarcinogenic risks, the CDI for each exposure pathway is divided by the
RfD to obtain a hazard quotient. The sum of ali hazard quotients for each COC is the
hazard index (H!). The RfD is an estimate of daily exposure concentration that will not
result in adverse effects in the most sensitive of individuals during a lifetime. When the
estimated CDI exceeds the RiD, there may be a concemn regarding potential adverse
eftects. Table 3 presents the HI estimates for each exposure pathway.

The risks estimated in the Endangerment Assessment include some degree of
uncertainty as a result of assumptions made regarding exposure and toxicity. When
estimating plausible maximum exposure point concentrations, for example, the
Endamgerment Assessment assumed that individuals would be exposed to maximum
soil or groundwater concentrations tor every COC (a conservative assumption). In
addition, the Endangerment Assessment assumed that contaminant concentrations will
remain constant over time with no degradation. Toxicity factors (RfDs and slope
factors) are also likely to provide conservalive eslimates of risk to ensure
protecliveness.

Both current and future risks were estimated in the Endangerment Assessment
pursuant to the Nationa! Contingency Plan (NCP) and were considered to evaluate

ARDD_061402wpd.wpd Page !l - 31
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whether or not the site presents an "unacceptable risk” to human health and the
environment. Acceptable risk is defined as when the cumulative carcinogenic risk to a
receptor based on a “reasonable maximum exposure” (RME) is less than 10™ (e.g. 1 in
10,000 chances of cancer) and a noncarcinogenic hazard index (HI) is less than 1.

Table 3 presents current site risk exposure estimates, current land use risks based on a
reasonable maximum exposure {RME) for exposure scenarios that fall below 10*
cancer risk and a noncarcinogenic Hl of less than 1. Therefore EPA considers the
current risk exposure estimates to be “acceptable,” except in the case of the
trespassers scenario, where the Hl exceeds 1. However, for the future fand use
scenarios (using a conservative assumption of on-site residential land use), the site
specific risk estimates exceed the 10™ cancer risk for three future residential exposure
pathways: (1) direct contact with soils; (2) ingestion of groundwater; and (3) inhalation
of volatile chemicais in indoor air. Based on the above criteria, these risk exposures
under a residential scenario are considered “unacceptable” by EPA. Generally, where
site risks to an individual based on RME exposure assumptions for either current or

" future land use exceed 10 lifetime excess cancer risk, action under CERCLA is
warranted.

It should be noted that the potential inhalation risks under a future commercial/industrial
scenario, as is presently anticipated, would be less than those determined under the
residential scenario assumed in the Endangerment Assessment {but still above 10 to
10° cancer risk range). For example, the only differences between an adult residentia
exposure (assumed in the risk assessment) and a commerciat/industrial worker
exposure (using EPA’s default assumptions) is the exposure trequency (365 days per
year for a resident versus 250 days per year for a worker) and exposure duration (30
years for a resident versus 25 years for a worker). The combined difference between
these receptors-is 1.75 (i.e. 365/250 multiplied by 30/25). This difference is not great
and would still yield a risk above the nsk range for workers (the residential risk of 6 x
10* divided by 1.75 yields a worker nsk of 3 x 10*). A similar analysis would apply for
direct contact exposures on-site.  Accordingly, for a commercial/industrial scenario,
remedial action is warranted under CERCLA.

8. _Ecological Risk Assessment

While-the Endangerment Assessment also included a qualitative ecological assessment
predicting that site contamination may impact wildlife, the site is located in an industnal
area and does not represent a significant habitat for wildlife.

A biological endangerment assessment of the site was conducted during the fail of
1998 (Frank Hovore & Associates. Seplember and October 1998). The possibility of
native wildlife occupying and persisting a. the site was investigated. Particular
emphasis was given 1o determination of the presence or absence of the native gray fox
{Urocyon cinereoargenteus), western burrowing owl {Athene cunicularia hypugea), San
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Diego horned lizard {Phrynosoma corenatum blainvillii), and other disturbance-tolerant
or substrate generalist sensitive taxa on the site. The assessment included field survey
observations made along site transects walked 5-10 meters apart around the entire site,
from corner to corner and along alt boundaries. The assessment determined that there
is no evidence of agency-fisted endangered, threatened, or otherwise sensitive or
protected species within the site boundaries and that the likelihood of any such species
occupying the site is low given its history of surface disturbance, recent remedial
activities, and effects of human intrusion from adjacent development.

H. Circumstances Prompiing the Revised Remedy

Additional soil and soif gas investigations on the perimeter parcels were performed by
WDIG and EPA in 1995. Based on these investigations, EPA suspended the design of
the original remedy in 1996. During the period from 1987 to 2000, EPA directed the
WDIG to perform investigations to further characterize waste in the perimeter parcels.
This included delineation of the nature and extent of soil gas, liquids present in the
_reservoir (in Area 2), and groundwater contamination. ldentified soil gas COCs
included the human carcinogens benzene and vinyl chioride, and methane. A quarterly
in-business air monitoring program was initiated for selected on-site businesses.

L Remedial Action Objectives

The 1993 ROD did not explicitly identify Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) because
they were not included in the ROD guidance at that time. The implicit RAOs for the
site, however, have not béen revised or affected. The RAOs for the revised remedy are
to: -

Protect human health and the environment by preventing eprsure to buried
wastes and contamnated souls;

Protect current and future on-site and off-site receptors from exposure to soil
gases;

. - Prevent human exposure, from direct contact, consumption, and other uses, to
site hquids exceeding state and federal standards;

—

. Prevent contnibution of site hquids to exceedances of state and federal .
groundwater standards. and

. Prevent human exposure 1o groundwater that exceeds state and federal
standards due to site-relateq contaminanis.

These objectives are based on the present use of the site, the anticipated potential for
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future use of the site for industrial purposes, and the potentia for groundwater in the
area to be used as a public water supply. .

J. Description of Alternatives

' EPA has selected the revised remedy after evaluation of multiple alternatives, includfng
the original remedy seifected in the 1993 ROD and seven alternatives that have been
evaluated as part of the Supplemental Feasibility Study completed in May 2001.

1. Original Remedy from 1993 Record of Decision

The original remedy as presented in the 1993 ROD consisted of the following major
components:

. Excavation of wastes in designated areas to achieve cleanup standards;

. Reconsolidation of excavated materials beneath a RCRA-equivalent cap to be
installed over the reservoir (Area 2);

. tnstallation of a RCRA-equivalent cap over the reservoir (in Area 2) and
designated areas {Area 2 and some minor portions of the perimeter), covering
approximately 17 acres of the site;

. Placement of perforated piping for the passive extraction and flaring of
subsurface gases throughout the area to be capped;

. Monitoring of gases and installation of an active extraction and treatment system,
if required to address constituents and volume of gases; and

. Implementation of institutional controls to ensure that future use of the site is
compatible with the remedy goals, maintain the integrity of the cap, restrict
parcels with residual contamination from activities that could jead to exposure 10
contaminated soiis, and prohibit shallow groundwater use.

2. Alternatives Evaluated for Revised Remedy

EPA identified, reviewed, and evaiuated a total of seven alternatives as part of the
Supplemental Feasibility Study that was completed in May, 2001. The alternatives
included components for containment of buried wastes with capping systems, gas
collection, extraction, and gas migration control systems, as well as institutional controls
and long-term O&M. Alternatives that invoived treatment or excavation and offsite
disposal of buried wastes were not incluaed in detailed evaluations because they were
too costly, not practical, and posed significant potential health risks to the community
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due to the high volume of trucks hauling wastes from the site over a period of years.
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 incorporated groundwater monitoring to address current
groundwater conditions at the site. Alternatives 6 and 7 were identified in the
Supplemental Feasibility Study as stand-alone groundwater alternatives for evaluation

as required by the NCP. However, these two alternatives were not retained as separate

remediation alternatives since they did not address containment of buried wastes,
contaminated soils, soil gas, or liquids. The list of alteratives subjected to detaited
evaluation for the revised remedy in_the Supplemental Feasibility Study is:

Alternative #1:

Alternative #2:

AROD_061402wpd.wpd

NO FURTHER ACTION

The no further action alternative is required by the NCP as a basis
of comparison for other alternatives. Under this altemative, only
limited actions (i.e., fencing) would be taken to restrict access to
the site or reduce the potential for exposure. This alternative would
inciude continuation of the current site groundwater monitoring
program.

RCRA-EQUIVALENT CAP OVER RESERVOIR (IN AREA 2) AND
MONOFILL (SOIL/ASPHALT/CONCRETE) CAP OVER
PORTIONS OF AREAS 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, AND 8, RESERVOIR
LEACHATE COLLECTION POINTS; SOIL GAS ENGINEERING
CONTROLS; GROCUNDWATER AND SOIL VAPOR
MONITORING; AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS [This
alternative was ultimately selected by EPA as the basis for the
Revised Remedy.}

This alternative incorporates a RCRA-equivalent cap to provide
containment for the reservoir area (Area 2) and a monofill cap over
buried waste outside the reservoir area installed in Areas 1, 2, 4, 5,
6, 7, and 8. The monolfill cap would consist of graded soil, asphalt,
and concrete in designated areas. A gas collection system would
be instalied under the RCRA-equivalent cap. Extracted gases from
the reservoir area would be treated by an appropriate technology
(e.g., granular activated carbon [GAC]). Passive bioventing wells
would be installed along portions of the perimeter of buried waste
near existing buildings to mitigate the formation of melhane gas
and enhance the degradation of organic materials. Valves on
these wells would open during high barometric conditions to aliow
oxygen in and close during low barometric conditions to retain
oxygen, thus “pumping” atmospheric air into the subsurface
formation and driviny it towards conditions that maximize aerobic
biodegradation. Leachate Collection Points (LCPs) would be
installed to monitor for, collect and remove “free liquids” within
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Alternative #3:

AROC_061402wpd.wpd

buried waste. Soil gas engineering controls would be installed
within existing structures; where engineering controls are not
technically feasible, buildings would be removed. The decision to
provide engineering controls or remove any particular building
would be made during design. Engineering controls may consist of
sealing penetrations in floor slabs, installation of active or passive
venting systems beiow floor slabs, installation of positive pressure
HVAC systems and/or physical barriers, and/or ventilation
improvements. Institutional Controls (ICs) would be implemented
to restrict current and future land uses at the site, protect the
integrity of the cap and soil gas control systems, restrict future use
of shallow groundwater, and ensure the effectiveness of the
remedy components. Groundwater, soil vapor, and in-business air
quality monitoring would be conducted. This alternative
anticipates, and would be compatible with, site redevelopment at
some point in the future, for industrial fand uses. This alternative
would provide for implementation of remediation facilities as the
first step; redevelopment of the site could fotlow as a second, but
separate step, by other parties.

RCRA-EQUIVALENT CAP OVER RESERVOIR (IN AREA 2);
REDEVELOPMENT OF AREAS 1, 2 (OUTSIDE OF RESERVOIR),
3, 4, 5,6, 7, AND 8; RESERVOIR LEACHATE COLLECTION
POINTS; SOIL GAS ENGINEERING CONTROLS;
GROUNDWATER AND SOIL VAPOR MONITORING; AND
INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

This alternative incorporates a RCRA-equivalent cap 1o provide
containment for the reservoir area {Area 2). Outside the reservoir
(Areas 2. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8) the property would be redeveloped by
the City of Santa Fe Springs or private entities. Priorto
redevelopment, the portions of these areas overlying buried waste
would be covered with a monofill (soil) cap, having a minimum
thickness of 2 feet. Pavements and foundations of the new
developments would serve to enhance the performance of the.
monofilt cap. A gas collection system would be installed under the
RCRA-equivalent cap and operated as an active system for the first
year and as a passive system thereafter. Collected gases from the
reservoir area would be treated by an appropriate technology (e.9.,
GAC). Passive bioventing welis would be installed along portions
of the perimeter of buried waste near existing buildings to mitigate
the formation of metiiane gas and enhance the degradation of
organic materials. Valves on these wells would open during high
barometric condilions to allow oxygen in and close during low
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Alternative #4:

AROD_06 1402wpd . wpd

barometric conditions to retain oxygen, thus “pumping” atmospheric
air into the subsurface formation and driving it towards conditions
that maximize aerobic biodegradation. LCPs would be installed to
monitor, collect, and remove “free liquids” within buried waste,
Some existing buildings in Areas 1, 2, 5, and 8 that are constructed
over buried wastes would be demolished to permit construction of
the soil monofill cap. ICs would be implemented to restrict current
and future land uses at the site, protect the integrity of the cap and
soil gas control systems, restrict future use of shallow groundwater,
and ensure the effectiveness of the remedy components.
Groundwater, soil vapor, and in-business air quality monitoring
would be conducted. industrial redevelopment would be
incorporated and integrated into the remediation of the site.

RCRA-EQUIVALENT CAP OVER RESERVOIR (IN AREA 2) AND
MONOFILL CAP OVER PORTIONS OF AREAS 2, 4, 5, AND 7;
EXCAVATION/CONSOLIDATION OF BURIED WASTE FROM
AREAS 1, 6 AND 8; REMOVAL OF BUILDINGS UNDERLAIN BY
BURIED WASTE iN AREAS 1 AND 8; RESERVOIR LEACHATE
COLLECTION POINTS; SOIL GAS ENGINEERING CONTROLS;
GROUNDWATER AND SOIL VAPOR MONITORING; AND
INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

This atternative incorporates a RCRA-equivalent cap to provide
containment for the reservoir area {Area 2). Waste from Areas 1,
6, and B would be excavated and reconsolidated underneath the
RCRA-equivalent cap in Area 2. Monofill capping consisting of
graded soil; asphalt, and concrete would be instalied in Areas 2, 4,
5 and 7. A gas collection system would be installed under the
RCRA-equivalent cap. The system would be operated initialiy as
an active system, and eventually, with anticipated gas volume
reductions, as a passive system. Collected gases from the
reservoir area would be treated by an appropriate technology (e.g.,
GAC). Passive bioventing wells would be installed along portions
of the perimeter of buried waste near existing buildings to mitigate
the formation of methane gas and enhance the degradation of
organic materials. Valves on these wells would open during high
barometric conditions 1o allow oxygen in and close during low '
barometric conditions to fetain oxygen, thus “pumping” atmospheric
air into the subsurface formation and driving it towards conditions
that maximize aerobic biodegradation. LCPs would be installed to
collect and remove "iree liquids” within buried waste. Soil gas
engineering controls would be installed within existing structures
underiain by wasle. Engineering controls might consist of sealing
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Alternative #5:

Alternative #6:

ARQD_061402wpd wpd

penetrations in floor slabs, installation of active or passive venting
systems below floor slabs, installation .of positive pressure HVAG
systems and/or physical barriers, and/or ventilation improvements.
ICs would be implemented to restrict current and future land uses
at the site, protect the integrity of the cap and environmental control
systems, restrict future use of shaliow groundwater, and ensure the
effectiveness of the remedy. Groundwater, soil vapor, and in-
business air quality monitoring would be conducted.

RCRA-EQUIVALENT CAP QVER AREA 2 INCLUDING THE
RESERVOIR (IN AREA 2); EXCAVATION/RECONSOLIDATION
OF BURIED WASTE FROM AREAS 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8;
RESERVOIR LEACHATE COLLECTION POINTS; SOIL GAS
ENGINEERING CONTROLS; GROUNDWATER AND SOIL
VAPOR MONITORING; AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

This alternative incorporates a RCRA-equivalent cap to provide
containment for the reservoir area (Area 2). Waste from Areas 1,
4,5, 6,7, and 8 would be excavated and reconsolidated
underneath the RCRA-equivalent cap in the southwestern half of
Area 2. Buildings in Areas 1, 5, and 8 would be demolished. A gas
collection system would be installed under the RCRA-equivalent
cap. Collected gases from the reservoir area would be treated by
an appropriate technology (e.g., GAC). In addition, passive
bioventing wells would be installed along portions of the perimeter
of buried waste near existing buildings to mitigate the formation of
methane gas and enhance the degradation of organic materiais.
Valves on these wells would open during high barometric
conditions 1o allow oxygen in and close during low barometric
conditions to retain oxygen, thus “pumping” atmospheric air into the
subsurface tormation and driving it towards conditions that
maximize aerobic biodegradation. LCPs would be installed to
coliect and remove “free liquids” within buried waste. Soil gas
engineering controls would be installed for new developments in
areas underlain by wasle material. ICs would be implemented to
restrict current and future land uses at the site, protect the integrity
of the cap and environmental control systems, restrict future use of
shaliow groundwater. and ensure the effectiveness of the remedy
components  Groundwater, soil vapor, and in-business air quality
monitonng would be conducted.

GROUNDWATER MUNITORING

EPA included this alternalive to address groundwater monitoring as
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a separate alternative. This altemative represents the conlinuation
of current groundwater monitoring programs and is considered
appropriate for the current groundwater conditions at the site.
Although MCL exceedances have not been demonstrated to be
attributed to the site, the NCP requires an evaluation of the
contamination.

Alternative #7: GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION AND TREATMENT

This alternative addresses groundwater only and consists of
extraction and treatment of groundwater. Alternative #7 was
included in the Suppiemental Feasibility Study in case current
groundwater conditions at the site change in the future. The
alternative would include the installation of groundwater extraction
wells located in the portion of the site west of the reservoir (in Area
2). The extraction weils would be placed in the interior of the site to
create an inward hydraulic gradient and capture contaminated
groundwater betore it could migrate offsite. Extracted groundwater
would then be treated and reinjected through injection wells located
on the western site boundary to create a groundwater boundary on
the downgradient border of the site.

K. Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

1. Comparison of Alternatives for Revised Remedy

EPA promulgated regulations in the NCP that establish a framework of nine evaluation
criteria for selection ot a preferred remedial alternative. EPA has reviewed and
compared the alternatives identihed in the Supplemental Feasibility Study with respect
to the CERCLA nine evaluation cntena. The nine criteria are:

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
Compliance with Applicable, or Relevan! and Appropnate Requirements
_ (ARARS)
Long-term Eltectiveness
—. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume Through Treatment
Short-term EHlectiveness
implementabihty
Cost
State Acceptance
Community Acceplance

L] . * [ ] .« 9
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a.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environmenit

With the exception of Alternative 1,' the No Further Action Alternative, all
alternatives are considered to be protective of human health and the
environment. They would protect future on-site populations as well as the

area.

Compliance with ARARs

Section 121(d) of CERCLA and NCP §300.430(N)(1)(ii)B) require that remedial
actions at CERCLA sites at least attain legally applicabie or relevant and
appropriate federal and state requirements, standards, criteria, and limitations
which are collectively referred to as ‘ARARs”, unless such ARARs are waived
under CERCLA section 121 {d)(4).

Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, and

other substantive requirements, Criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal

state in a timely manner and that are more stringent than federal requirém-ent's
may be relevant and appropriate. _

Several ARARs, although Qenerally applicable or relevant and appropriate to
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remedial actions, do not apply universally to all alternatives. For exampie,
ARARs pertaining to groundwater cleanup remedial actions while applying to
Aliernatives 6 and 7, do not apply to Alternative 2 since the activities regulated
by such ARARs are not part of Alternative 2.

Additionally, all alternatives, except Alternative 1, have common ARARs
pertaining to design and construction of landfill covers, gas migration control, as
wells as groundwater monitoring.

All five alternatives except Alternative 1, the No Further Action Ailternative, would
comply with their respective federal, state, and local requirements (ARARs).

C. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to expected residual risk and
the ability of the remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the
environment over time, once cleanup levels have been achieved. This criterion
includes consideration of residual risk that will remain on-site following
remediation and the adequacy and reliability of controls.

With the exception of Alternative 1, the No Further Action alternative, all
alternatives would provide long-term effectiveness. Alternative 5 would provide
the greatest level of long-term effectiveness due to extensive excavation and
reconsolidation of waste resutting in smaller capping areas and lower long-term
O&M requirements.

d. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the
anticipated performance of the treatment technologies that may be included as
parn of the remedy.

With the exception of Alternative 1, the No Further Action alternative, all -
-alternatives would reduce the mobility of contamination through use of

containment (capping systems), liquids and gas collection and extraction,

—engineering controls, monitoring, and institutional controls. Alternative 5 would
provide the greatest level of long-term reduction of mability through excavation
and reconsolidation of waste under a RCRA-equivalent cap. Altematives 2, 3, 4,
and 5 provide treatment of gases that are extracted from beneath the RCRA-
equivalent cap for the reservoir in Area 2. In addition, reservoir liquids as well as
other wasles generated from implementation of the remedy will be collected,
treated as necessary, and disposeu of in accordance with ARARSs.
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e. Short-term Effectiveness

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the
remedy and any adverse impacts that may be posed to workers, the community,
and the environment during construction and operation of the remedy until
cleanup levels are achieved.

Alternative 1 would result in continued site risks due to no further action. Under
Aitematives 2 and 3, aithough wastes would be contained by RCRA-equivalent
cap and engineered capping systems, minimal short-term risks would result due
to the wastes remaining in place. Alternative 4 would result in increased short-
term site risks due to potential €xposures during excavation and reconsolidation
of waste. Alternative 5 would lead to the greatest short-term risks due to
exposures during increased excavation and reconsolidation of waste under
RCRA-equivalent and engineered capping systems.

f. Imglementabiligy

Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a
remedy from design through construction and operation, Factors such as
availability of services and materials, administrative feasibility, and coordination
with other governmental entities are also considered.

All alternatives are implementable. However, some face more challenges than
others. Alternative 1 is the most readily implementable, but provides limited
protectiveness. Alternative 2 is readily implementable, and relies upon readily
available and proven capping and containment technologies. Implementation of
Alternative 2 will provide for City of Santa Fe Springs reviews during the remedial
design process. In addition, to the maximum extent practicable, remedial design
by the WDIG will seek to accommodate redevelopment grading and layout
alternatives that are being evaluated by the City as part of its WD site
redevelopment master planning.- Alternative 3 is implementabie in terms of
undertaking the capping components of the remedy, but would face significant
_Challenges in incorporating redevelopment plans directiy into the remedy.

Concurrent implementation of the capping and redevelopment would require

~Ssubstantial delays in the remedy 1o allow time for the City to finalize its _
redevelopment plans, identity a developer, enter into development agreements,
wark with existing landowners whose businesses could be potentially relocated,
and mobilize for redevelopment. Alternatives 4 and 5 face implementation
difficulties due to excavation and transportation of relatively large volumes of
waste materials. Alternative 5 has the greatest implementation challenge due to
the excavation of the largest quaniny of waste. Alternatives 2 through 5 might
face same chaltenges with implementing institutional controls, but the challenges
are the same for ail of the alternatives, and can most likely be surmounted.
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Those challenges are due to the large number of parcels of property at the site
and the lack of Certainty regarding possibie future land disposition and fand use

requirements.

Q. Cost Effectiveness

Cost refers to the total net present worth costs associated with
expenditures required for the rfemedy, as well as the annualized cos
with O&M. These estimates incorporate 30 years of O&M for comp

purposes.

Table 6: Estimated Costs tor Remedial Alternatives *

Alternative Estimated Cost {NPV)

Alternative 1 {includes monitoring) $2,906,000

Alternative 2 $7.830,000 **
Alternative 3 $7,396.000 -
Alternative 4 $11,258,000
Alternative 5 $13,237,000

ts associate_d
arison

" May 2001 Supplemental Feasibility Study; estimates are order-of-magnitude engineering cost

estimates that are expected 10 be within +50 to -30 percent of the actuai project cost.

** Based on minor revisions to the revised remedy, the cost estimate shown in the Supplemental

Feasibility study has been increased from $7,542,000 to $7,830,000.
*** Exclusive of relocation and fedeveiopment-related costs.

See Section L beiow.

There is significant variation in the estimated costs associated with the five
alternatives, ranging between approximately $2,906,000 for Alternative 1 (no
further action) and $1 3,237,000 for Alternative 5 (containment plus extensive

waste excavation/reconsoiidation).

- providing long-term protectiveness of public health and the environment and
achieving the remedial objectives for the site. Alternatives 2 and 3 provide

~ overall long-term protectiveness and minimize the risks associated with

excavation and reconsolidation of on-site wastes.

h. State Acceptance
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the short-term risks associated with significant excavation and reconsolidation of
waste under Alternatives 4 and 5. The State has provided comment on planning
and conceptual design of alternative systems selected for remediation of the site_

i Community Acceptance

effectiveness of containment remedies, and the commentors expressed preferences for
remediation that would physically remove all waste and contaminated soil from the site.
EPA has determined, however. that excavation and removal of all on-site contamination
is not technically or economically practicable. The potential for excavation and offsite
disposal of all contamination was evaluated in the Supplemental Feasibility Study and
the costs were estimated at approximately $161,000,000. Additionally, excavation and
removal of all on-site contamination, or even a substantial portion thereof, would create
. significant short-term risks associated with exposure to contamination during excavation
and offsite transport. Consistent with the NCP and EPA guidance and directives,
including Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations/Feasibility Studies for
CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites (EPA OSWER Directive 9355.3-11. Februa 1991),
and_Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Munici al Landfill Sites (EPA Directive 9355.0-
49FS, September 1993}, EPA has selected containment as the presumptive remedy to
address the low-ievel threat from the site.

Table 7 presents a summary of the comparative evaluation of the Aiternatives 1 through
5 that were considered in the Supplemental Feasibility Study. Alternative 2 has been
selected for the revised remedy because: (1) it provides both short-term and long-term
protectiveness of human health and the environment; (2) it complies with ARARs; (3) it
is implementable; (4} it Is acceptable to the State of California and the local community;
and (5) it is cost-effective.

2. Comparison with Original 19973 ROD-Selected Remedy

EPA has selected Alternative 2 for the revised remedy for the WDI site. While many
aspects of the original 1993 ROD remedy are incorporated into the revised remedy, the
revised remedy more effectively addresses the risks posed by the site and is more
protective of human health and the environment, both in the short- and long-term. Both
remedies include construction of a RCRA-equivalent cap over the reservoir section of
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TABLE 7
DETAILED ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES IDENTIFIED IN
SUPPLEMENTAL FEASIBILITY STUDY
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC., SUPERFUND SITE

Altsmative 1 Altermative 2 Allemative 3 Allsrnative 4 MU‘IUM s

No-Action {Preferred) RCRA-Equivaient RCRA-Equivalent Extensive Excavation with
RCRA-Equvalent Capping Capping with Site Capping with Parlial RURA-Equvalent
Systars Redevelopment Wasle Excavation Capping

Description includes manitonng RCAA Equvaent Cap over Same a5 Allemaive 2 - | Sama as Altemative 2. Same as Atsmaive 2 bt
’ o cumrent conditons | resenvor and § manofit but wcomorates but inclucdes excavation | inchudes escavation of &

ondy cap over all alher waste redeveioprment . oflAreas 1, 6,2 8and wasis oulside Area 2 st
{A). Inchudes ICs and recorsolidation beneath j
Qroundwier montonng, cap. cap.

Overalf Prolectiveness Not protectrve Protects huture on-site Provects iulure on-site Protects iture on-site Most prolective of fulure
Exposas futyre on- WO ard ofl-Site workers ang off-sie workers ang off-site On-5ity workers and of
sila and off-site popuiabion population. : popuiation, Sde papulation,
mceplivs 16 sile.
contarmeants

Compiiance with State & Does not mee! Comgues wih Siaie pngt Comphas with Siaie Cornphas with Stale Cormplies wih Stale ag

Fedesal Requirements landle cosure Fedeny requarements and Faderal and Federal Federal mquirsments.

Long-Term Efiectiveness Mot eflacuve n Ettectve i contaring Eftectve n contairwy) Eecive in conlainng Most effectve i
tontanng sde CONLATNALON Denaain conizminalion bensath | contamvnation beneath '
conammnauor =4 cap. cap. beneath a RCRA-

. eqavalenl cap

Reduction of Yoxicity, Na reducions n Rsauscas masry o Recuces mobitity of Reduces mobibity of Best mauction of mobikty

Mabiiity, or Voiume mobsbly o contameanis unoer ACRA- | conaminants Lncier cordamnants under hrough wasle
contaTwuants WA Rard ang monchat cap RCRA-squvaieni and ACRA-equvalen! anc consckcabon

(Aj monoldl cap (A} monghit cap A}, RCRA-equvalent cap.

Short-Term Moseriis sie nea Mool sae v pssocalec | Merwmal st neic Increased sue sk due Grealest sie nsk tue i

Effectiveness e IC MG Actor it CAC “orimachon A33008Ied Wi Cap 10 exCAVALON Of Sovls excavsbon of Soils dunng

’ COnginuchon dunng Consolcabon consoldalion and cap
and cap consirction. construchon.

tmplementability WrpDiemenate sece Toeectlie Bt i Impiementatee oniy 1 Implementabie but Implementabie bul o
NO-BCLON Mlemdirve SOHStA p BNOL R nare Crty omceeds. with dthicun controling controiiing axposires

BOCI dium redieveiooment nposures daunng dunng consinuchon, and
Lres sacwsren capowg Fatenialy aflcul construction, and wilh wih dithcult occupant
lochnosagms G ana ahcull octupan MOCALOn sSues

MOMmeEnt s OIOCAON 55ues

COOMANINON BSues

May rwotve sutstanta!

Owidys X remedy

mOemenalor

Cosl (30-Yaar) $2.906 00¢ Faxo ¢ £ 396000 $1.258,000 $13.297 000

{8, (C), 10y

State Acceptance Ne Yoy Yo Yeos Yes

Community No vou Yey Yeos Yeos

Acceptance

Notes

{4 The “monohil cap” s ermed ‘S as

m‘il’llm—:ﬁvm-umwm
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The revised remedy also addresses riskg posed by soil gas by including selection of soi
gas standards and installation of (a) a gas collection and extraction system under the
RCRA-equivalent ¢ap and (b) a passive bioventing system (or active soil vapor
extraction systems if bioventing proves ineffective based on soil gas monitoring) in
Certain areas outside of the feservoir (in Area 2).

remedy components. Table 8 provides a comparison of the elements of the remedy -
selected in the 1993 ROD and the revised remedy selected in this Amended ROD.

Table 9 provides a summary comparison in terms of the CERCLA 9-point criteria
between the original 1993 remedy and the revised remedy addressed in this Amended
ROD.

L. ~Revised Remedy

1. _ Bationale for the Revised Remedy

provides both long-term and short-term protectiveness of human heaith and the
environment. The use of RCRA-equivale..t and engineered capping systems will
provide containment to minimize the potential for €xposure to buried wastes,

ARCD_0614C2wpd wod _ Page li - 46
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D REVISED R MED
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE
Activity/Component 1993 Selected Remedy Revised Remedy ‘
e
Euvlb’cno!Wns!e&Cammimm E-uvmumnhmwmdumm-m -
Soits ] Cleanup standards
Waste Reconsoiidation Reconsalidation of excavated mat s (epprox.
* TB.DOOcy)bomumaHC‘:'RA-:“jv:nmme;a -
instaled over main raservoir in Argg 2.
RCRA-Equivalent Cap Instadation of 5 RCRA-aquivaient Cap over the Instatation of & ACRA-squivaient Cap over ]
. reservor, other designated Brens i Aiea 2, arg fesarvoir in Area 2 {approx. 306.000 square
umumhwmmmumwnnmmnumwmw foat). : )
Rpproximatedy 17 acres {750,000 square oet) of the
site
Enam&?mammmmm Phoomgmotperbnhdpm ing for passive gas mnﬁondngasnmuonommsmm
Gases (Area 2) em.mu'w.umwwmmu mrlﬂcmmﬂmﬂp. Systam witlbe
capped if Useoﬁhmgmdldmuonar dusdgnodmbemlcﬁvesyshmlml

Qa3es and, # required,
instaliation of an active Sxtraction system.

blowerAvacuum driven) and inciude reatmant of
UAs emissions with Grarusar Activated Carton
{GAC); conversion toa Passive gas (non
machanica) drivan) Qration control sysiam wig
bam.dlnmommlﬁopenungmgas
volunes and gas emission rates.

ion of long-term 943 monitoring as
part of Q&M .

Extracuon & Treatment of Subsuriace
Gases (Outswoe Arsa 2y

Monitoring of gases amanating irom the site and
nstalation of an active extraction system if TeqQuared.

In designated sreas outside of reservoir areq,
nsulation of passive biov Sysiemns or
iciive 50l vapor extraction (SVE) wels with
reatment. Impementation of long-term gas
MONHOTINg as part of O&M including montoring

of smbient &ir in onsite Duiidings,

Liguigs Management Systems

insuhtumnnhquncsoolocﬂonmmm
the cap {in Area 2) to collect leachate and free
bquids for offsite treatmem and dsposa)l st o
tacifity approved by EPA

Engineered Capping Systems

Instakation ot engineered capping sysiams in
Argas 1,2, 4,5, 6, 7. B (approx. 638,000 quare
teot). utsioe of RSOV, ) anginsered
9radad soil, asphah, and concrate Capping
systems

Engineenng Contrors

implementaton of en(ineering controls nciuding
Physicat barmiors andg vontiation systers at
Andior within existing and new buildings
Sveryng or adiacent to waste. Demoiition ang
femaval of some exising struchaes may be
fequIaq where angineering controls re not
teasiie

Accasrt insututonal Conrois (ICsy

Implemenrtanon of Approved ICs 0 comrol haurs
and usa, protect the Megrity of the cap,
Pravent sxposwre 1o comaminsted sois. gnd
Profwbit shaliow Grouncwater use

Grounawatar Morutonng

impiemeriation of Iong-tarm groundwater
MONOHing prograrn

Operatons ang macienance 1O8M:

Impsmentanon of long-term: CaM

ARARs h

{CIWMB). CCR Tie 14. Porter-Coiagne
bty At Soutn Coast Aur Quasty Maragement
Board {SCAQMB) s

Inciudes snd retines ARARSs from 1993 ROD
CIWMB CCR Title 14 combened with SWRCB
reguiations o CCR Taie 27; adas
YOUNCwaler momtonng requirements from
CCRs Tae 22 ang Trtie 27
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9-POINT CERCLA CRITERIA COMPARISON BETWEEN

TABLE g

ORIGINAL 1993 REMEDY
Y

1983 cost astimate

AND AMENDED PREFERRED REM
WASTE DiIs POSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE
-

Description Originally Selectag Remedy Allernative 2 {Prelerred)
Emavaﬁonandfemnswuaﬁmocwasaa RCRAEqu'vathapommw(mz)w
omueolmeazundgrlﬂcm-equmhnt sngweered sol, asphalt, and i
:apinA:eazwimpamvasoﬂgas Mwﬂ.mm.ﬁasnmﬁmmntm
collection and monitoring. er

institutional contpis,

Overall Protectiveness Not prolectve. Does not address significant Protects rturg on-site workers and off-sie
pmvbuslyundebmdwaﬂawtsidehea Population Mdrassesmbundmdku
2. . .

Compiiance with State & Federa) Does not meet langsy closure requirements Complies with statg ang federal requirements, -

Requirements since it did not adgresg i on-site waste.

Long-Term Etfectiveness Not shactive in containing ak known site . | Efiective in containing contamina tion beneath capg,
contamination, .

Reduction or Toxicity, Mobllity, or Yolume Limited reduction of mobility of Substanbally reduces mobility of contaminants under
contaminants dya 1o nComplots ACRA-squivalent <ap and engineered capping
contzinment of gyt known waste Systems.

Short-Term Moderate st risk gug 0 incompleta Minimal risk of exposure o wastes during cap

Efecliveness wontainment of ail known waste; minimal construction,
fisks beczuse of &xposure dunng
onsnuctiovexcavaon,

lmplementability Uses estabusheg Bppng technologes, Uses established capping, gas control, lachate

Collection, and monitoring lechnologies.
difficult ralocation issues.

Cost {30-Year) $5.170.950° $7.830,000~

State Acceptance Yes (1993)

Community Acceptance Not acceptabie Concemns and addional Generally acceptable {with mtigation le.g.. fne-of-
NIOMaton raseq Dy community ang sight barriar] for Communay smpacts)

COmmentors.
Notas:

s Revised from May 2001 Supplemental Feasibimy Study, Sea Secton L of this Amended ROD.

—-

Amended ROD 0a/02
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171



Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

contaminated soils, and subsurface gases. The yse of liquids and soil gas collectiop
and extraction systems wili remove and treat liquids ang vapor associated with the site.
Because there js no indication that the site has contributed to exceedances of
groundwater standards, only monitoring will be undertaken to address groundwater.

The containment systems, however, will prevent the infiltration of rainwater which might

Alternative 2 complies with ARARs ang is implementable using readily available and
proven capping technologies. Engineering controis will be instalied to protect on-site
businesses from soij gas emissions. Alternative 2 ) fecti i

level of protectiveness at redasonable cost. Alternative 2 also considers current and

Sutficiently great that jt IS not Practical or Cost-effective to excavate waste from the site
perimeter for feconsolidation beneath the cap in Area 2. An analysis of a partial

Systems (soil vapor extraction Systems) will be installed outside of the reservoir and
Area 2. In-business air will be monitored 1o ensure protectiveness of the gas migration
Or gas extraction components. A liquids wollection System will be installed to collect
leachate and free liquids from within the reservoir boundary. Institutional controls will
be implementeg 1o prevent exposyre to waste and to protect the integrity of the

AROD__OGMOZ‘Wpd.wpd ' Page 1i- 49
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components,

- performance standards ang ARARS are sustained, Long-term O&M includes work
heeded to provide aesthetic mitigation measureg to minimize community impacts and
ensure that site systems are aesthetically compatible with the surrounding land uses to
the maximum extent practicable. :

3. Components of the Revised Remedy

_a, RCRA-equivalent Ca Reservoir - Area 2 . Capping is EPA's pPresumptive
remedy for landfills. Consistent with the NCP and EpA guidance, including

Guidance for Conducting Hemedial In vestfgations/Feasibifi{z Studies for

CERCLA Municipai Landfii Sites (E PA OSWER Directive 9355.3-11 Februa
, > i e

Directive 9355.0-49FS, September 1993), the femedy uses containment to

address the iow-Jevel threat from the site. This remedy incorporates a RCRA.

equivalent cap to provide containment for the reservoir partion of Area 2. The

- A 2-foot thick vegelative layer {sloped to drain)
—= A drainage layer
A multiple-component €omposite barrier layer
- A gas collection layer _
- A foundation layer (a minimuyum of 2 feet thick above buried waste material)

Several alternative designs tor the RCRA-equivalent Cap are shown in Figure 8.
Exact specifications for the RCRA-equivalent cap will be finalized during the
remedial design process Design Submittals wiil include (1) evaluations of

AROD_061402wpd.wpd Page Il - 50
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alternative RCRA-equivalent capping designs, and (2) demonstrations that the
proposed capping design will achieve the general performance objectives and
specific performance standards for RCRA hazardous waste landfill covers.
Monitoring will be conducted to evaluate compliance with cap performance

- standards and ARARs.

b. Engineered Capping System: The “engineered capping system” (referred to in
the Proposed Plan and the Supplemental Feasibility Study as a “monofill cap”), is
a generic term intended to include several different capping configurations. The
engineered capping systems may include an evapotranspirative graded soil
monofill cover (or “monocover” that uses low conductivity soils and vegetation to
control subsurface infiltration), a multi-layered soil cap, asphalt, and/or concrete,

- that will be utilized to cap different areas of the site. Capping systems for areas
outside the reservoir (in Area 2) will be designed to achieve performance
standards for RCRA solid waste landfills, inciuding a 1-foot thick barrier layer
with a hydraulic conductivity of 10® centimeters per second (cm/sec). Several
alternative designs for the RCRA-equivalent caps are shown in Figure 9. The

. exact design and specifications for the engineered capping systems will be
finalized during the remedial design process. Design submittals will include (1)
evaluations of alternative capping designs, and (2) demonstrations that the
proposed capping designs will achieve the general performance objectives and
specific performance standards for RCRA solid waste landfill covers.

The engineered capping system will contain areas underlain by waste materials
inAreas 1, 2,4, 5, 6, 7, and B. A total of approximately 638,240 square feet (ft%)
of area will be covered by these capping systems. The waste materials at the
‘site are presently covered by approximately one to fifteen feet of fill material.
This fill material is random in nature ranging from fine grain soil to gravel with
construction debris. The fill matenal may satisfy the performance requirements
for a soil monofill cap. The engineered capping systems will be designed to
promote drainage and, with suitable vegetation, minimize erosion, accommodate
setthing and subsidence, and function with a minimum of maintenance.

. During design and construction of the engineered capping systems, the existing

fill material will be analyzed at a frequency intended to assure that it complies
— with the approprate engineering properties and designated performance

requirements for hydraulic conductivity, compaction, density, moisture content,
and structural loading. Matenal for the soil monocover will be excavated,
reconditioned, replaced, and compacted. Areas containing unsuitable materials
will be reconditioned. i waste is encountered, it will be removed and
reconsolidated under an engineered cap, waste materials will not be
incorporated in any engineered cap. Surfaces will be regraded, where
necessary, to improve drainage. The surfaces will also be vegetated with

AROD_061402wpd.wpd ‘ : - Page -52



§
oLk L L L L L ummns
us .
o MANILR §-FOOT THICK, LOW HYORALLIC
™ COMDUCTIVIEY <5 3 104 CAUSEC.
9 T . Prescriptive Cap
B = R OTER
£ e ESnaAEE
é ;r////~w$m
**:..*vw.*-*a.t*v**-’w'v.*:v*’v'j imasn sscor nectseumc
A A A e SLOPED 10 DRAW
AN 1FQOOT THECK, SOK
COVERFCUNDATION LAYER
WASTE
PC?,‘) §I¢‘:leDI
SLOPED 10 DN itle 27
2 e OVERAY VAPARE e TR e ui»"alc_nt Cap
,,,,,,,,,,, Alternatives to be
S BAERENT LvER Evaluated
s = ~— EXISTING AGGAEGATE BASE
COURSE LaYER .
S‘\N—_ £XTS1063 SOR COVERFOUNOATION LATER
;‘\ -.usvs
Alternative 2 - Engineered Asphalt Cover
SLOPED 10 D
— * EXTSTING STRUCTURAL DONCRETE PAVEMENT
T [RE-ATCTATE AS NECESSARY)
i € XS G AGGHWGA TE SASE
COURSE LAYER
| S cosr
— g, SOR. COVE AECRINDATION LAYER
—— ~—
ST WASTE
Alternative 3 - Engiocered Concrete Cover
NOT TO SCALE ,
ALTERNATIVES FOR
CONCEPTUAL DESIGN OF ENGINEERED
CAPPING SYSTEMS FOR SOLID WASTE
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC.
SANTA FE SPRINGS. CALIFORMIA

WASTE DISPOSAL, INC.
AMENDED RECORD OF DECISION

Page 11-53

Figure 9
17t



Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

c.

d.

drought—resxstant native plants to provide protection against erosion. lf an
irrigation system is required, the system will be carefully controlled to prevent
over-watering, which could lead to increases in the amount of liquids in contact
with the waste. In areas that are currently covered by paving or foundations, the
asphalt and/or concrete will be evaluated for serviceability, and specifications for
rehabilitation and improvement as necessary to meet the performance standards
- for engineered capping systems will be finalized during remedial design.

. Features of the ex;stlng surface cover for the site are shown on Figure 10.

Gas Collection & Extraction (Reservoir in Area 2): A soil gas collection and
extraction system will be installed beneath the RCRA-equivalent cap that will
consist of a geocomposite gas collection layer and a network of collector pipes
[installed immediately beneath the geomembrane barrier iayer. A conceptual
layout for the gas collection system is shown on Figure 11. Initially, this gas =
collection system will be operated as an active system by using a blower to
create a negative pressure on the system. The extracted gases from the
reservoir area will be treated by an appropriate technology (e.g., Granular
Activated Carbon [GAC]) to achieve ARARs for emissions. The engineering
details of the system will be determined during remedial design. Monitoring of
COCs in gas emissions during O&M will be conducted to demonstrate that the
gas control system complies with ARARs. '

Following the first year of operation, EPA may determine that the gas volumes
and gas emission rates are low enough so that the blower operation could be
terminated and the system run as a passive gas collection system. The active
extraction system would be shutdown in phases including steps for intermittent
{i.e., pulsing) operations, before transition to a passive system would be

* - completed. Implementation of changes to system operations and gas treatment

(i.e., transitioning to a passive system, and modification or suspension of gas

~_ treatment) will be required to comply with ARARs and Performance Standards

and be subject to prior EPA review and approval.

Ltquuds Collection, Treatment, and Disposal: System components will be
_provided for storage, handling, and treatment (as necessary) of wastes
“ generated from implementation of the revised remedy. The liquids collection

_.system will include LCPs that consist of recovery wells to be installed within the

reservoir boundary (in Area 2) to monitor for the existence of free-liquids within
the buried waste. The reservoir liquids extracted from the reservoir LCPs, as
well as other wastes generated during the revised remedy, will be characterized,
stored, treated, and disposed of in accordance with chemical-specific ARARS.
Hazardous waste criteria incorporated in the ARARSs are applicable to site liquids
for the purposes of determining hz.:dling and off-site disposal requirements. Off-
site disposal will be at facilities approved by EPA. Locations for the LCPs and

AROD_061402wpd.wpd . , Page Il - 54
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other liquids collection system components will be established during the
remedial design. '

e. Engineering Controls: Engineering controls will be installed in existing buildings
- to minimize the potential for exposure to buried wastes and soil gas. Some of

the existing buildings are constructed over the buried waste materials. Where
technically feasible, these buildings will be provided with engineering controls to
prevent the potential build-up of soil gases in their interiors. The engineering
controls may consist of sealing penetrations in the floor slabs, installation of
passive or active gas venting systems below floor slabs, installation of positive
pressure heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) improvements, or
some combination of these controls to be determined during remedial design.
in-business air will continue to be monitored to assure that the soil gas migration
control or gas extraction systems (see discussion below in paragraph 3. . of this
section) remain protective of human health and are functioning effectively.

The northwestern portion of the reservoir area is covered with an asphalt parking
lot (approximately 3 acres) that is currently used for recreational vehicle storage.
EPA expects that this vehicle storage facility will require relocation to aliow for
construction of the RCRA-equivalent cap and engmeered capping systems in
Area 2.

Where it is not technically feasible to retrofit the existing structures to install
engineering controls, the existing structures shall be demolished and removed,
and an engineered cap constructed over the buried waste. The decision
concerning whether to provide engineering controls or remove particular existing
buildings will be finalized durning remedial design. Criteria to be considered in
determining which structures may need to be demolished include:

. Structures that are located over waste or contaminated soil;
e Structures that are susceptible to the build-up of soil gas emissions;
. Structures with concrete foundation slabs that are severely cracked or
damaged; ‘
. Structures with designs that preciude retrofitting to install engineering
' controls:
.y Structures with internal equipment that precludes installation of
engineenng controls, '
. Structures that wouid prectude or interfere with construction and O&M of
the remedy;

Any permanent or temporary reiocations of businesses at the site necessary for
implementation of the remedy as r_zised in this Amended ROD shall be
undertaken in a manner consistent with policies of the Uniform Relocation

AROD_06 1402wpd.wpd ' Page il - 57
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Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 U.S. C §§ 4600 et
seq) and its implementing regulations (49 CFR §§ 24 et seq). Any persons
displaced as a direct result of the remedy as revised in this Amended ROD shall
be treated fairly, consistently and equitably.

Access to the WDI site will be controlled through the use of appropriate physidaf
barriers, such as fences and walls, that will be designed to be aesthetlcally

" compatible with existing and anticipated future land uses.

Mitigation of site impacts will include construction of a barrier (landscaplng in
combination with other appropriate structures) that blocks a direct-line-of-sight
between the site and the adjacent high school, playing fields, and parking lot. In-
addition, the barrier will prevent drainage from flowing onto the high school
property, and will reduce transmission of noise and limit visual access to the
school playing fields and parking Iot for enhanced school facility security.

Gas Miaration Control or Additional Gas Extraction Systems (Outside of the

Reservoir in Area 2): In addition to the gas collection and extraction systems
that will be installed under the cap for the reservoir, passive gas migration control
or active gas extraction systems will be installed around the perimeter of the
engineered capping systems outside of the reservoir. These systems will reduce
generation of methane, enhance biodegradation of hydrocarbons, and prevent
migration of gases beyond buried waste perimeters and site boundaries. These
controls will include passive bioventing wells, soil vapor extraction systems, or
other appropriate technology as necessary to comply with performance
standards and ARARs for soil gas emissions. A conceptual layout of bioventing
well locations is shown on Figure11. Monitoring for COCs in soil gas during
O&M will be conducted to assure that gas extraction or gas migration control
systems comply with performance standards (see discussion below in this
Section) and ARARs. The revised remedy incorporates in-business air quality

‘monitoring. The layout of vapor monitoring well locations will be developed

during remedial design. Location of monitoring points, frequency of sampling,
methods of analyses, and procedures for data evaluation and reporting will also

. be determined during remedial design.

—Institutional Controts: Institutional controls will be implemented in order to
ensure the long-term integrity of the remedy and to prevent exposure to waste

_ remaining at the site.

The objeclives of institutional controls for the WDI site are:

. To provide notification to aik potential site users of the presence of
hazardous materals and on-site contamination;

Page !l - 58
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. To provide notification to potential site users concerning the presence and
location of all remedial systems;

. To expressly prohibit residential land use on any part of the site and limit
- future uses to certain industrial activities; :

K To minimize the potential for exposure of future site users to site related
hazardous materials (including waste materials, groundwater, and/or soil
gas ermssrons)

. To protect the integrity of the remedy from any activity that may interfere
with the effective O&M of remedial control and monitoring systems;

e To providé access to the site for appropriate regulatory agencies and.
responsible parties engaged in approved remedial actions and monitoring
activities.

To implement these objectives, EPA anticipates that restrictive covenants will be
executed and recorded on all of the properties at the WD site, as well as any
other properties which EPA determines may require institutional controls to
achieve the objectives listed above. The restrictive covenants shall run with the
land and be enforceable under California law (including California Civil Code
Section 1471) against all future property owners and tenants. EPA shall oversee
compliance with the use restrictions. The restrictive covenants shall provide for
access by EPA and the State, as well as by PRPs conducting the remedial
action, and their contractors, for the following purposes:

Monitoring the remedial action, and monitoring and O&M;

Verifying any data or information submitted to EPA or the State;
Conducting investigations relating to contamination at or near the site;
Obtaining samples;
Assessing the need for, planning, or lmplementmg additional response
actuons at or near the site;

6. Assessing implementation of quality assurance and quality control
practices as defined in the approved Quality Assurance Project Plans;

7. Implementing the remedial action, monitoring, and O&M,;

8. Assessing comphance with the access easements and environmental
“restrictions; and

8. Determining whether the site or other property is being used in a
manner that is prohibited or restricted by the environmental restrictions, or
that may need to be prohibited or restricted.

R

The land use restrictions in the restrictive covenants shall include compliance by
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all users of the properties with the following restrictions:

1. Placement of warning signs or other posted information shall be

allowed and, once posted, no removal or interference with such signs or

information shall be permitted.

2. Placement of site access controls, such as gates or fencing, shall be

allowed and shall not be damaged or circumvented.

3. The site or such other property shall not be used in any manner that

may interfere with or affect the integrity of the remedial cap or other

components of the remedy, as constructed pursuant to this Amended

ROD.

4. Construction not approved by EPA that lmpacts any of the remedial -

capping or other remedy components shall not occur.

5. No interference with or alterations to the grading, vegetation and
surface water and drainage controls shall be made without the priot

written approval of EPA.

6. Portions of the site or such other adjacent property underlain by waste

materials or in soil gas noncompliance areas shall not be regraded without

the prior written approval of EPA.

7. Areas of asphalt or concrete pavement shall not be removed or

improved without the prior written approval of EPA.

8. No penetrations or interferences (including, but not limited to, utility

trench excavations, excavations for fence posts, excavations for planting

trees or large bushes, foundation excavations, and foundation piles) within

the remedial cap or any other areas with remedial controls shall occur

without the prior written approval of EPA.

9. Deep-rooting plants (plants whose root systems will penetrate more

than two feet below ground surface) shall not be planted without the prior

written approval of EPA.

10. Approval from EPA must be obtained for settings of irrigation controls.

Such settings shall not be changed without the prior written approval of

EPA.

11. Drainage channels and pipes shall not be blocked, rerouted or

otherwise interfered with without the prior written approval of the EPA.

12. No new openings shall be made in building floor slabs in buildings

located over waste matenals or over soil gas noncompliance areas

without the prior written approval of EPA. '

13. The integrity of existing and future foundations shall be maintained in

areas underiain by waste materials or in soil gas noncompliance areas.

All cracks or damage in such foundations shall be reported to EPA and

DTSC.

14. Indoor gas controls sha. not be c:rcumvented

15. Indoor gas sensors or alarms shall not be turned off or interfered with.
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16. Soil gas control systems shall not be turned off or interfered w:th
17. Monitoring points, including but not limited to groundwater monitoring
wells, soil gas probes, reservoir (in Area 2) leachate collection wells, soil
~ gas vents, and survey monuments, shall not be blocked or otherwise
obstructed.
18. Monitoring wells shall not be opened; nothing shall be placed into the
monitoring wells except by authonzed personnel permatted to monitor the
wells.
19. Liquids recovery systems liquids treatment systems and treated
liquids storage facilities shall not be turned off or interfered with.
20. Groundwater supply or monitoring wells shall not be constructed
¢ without the prior written approval of EPA, and there shall be no extraction
of or injection into groundwater on the site.
21. Owners of the site or any portion thereof shall disclose all institutional
controls to all tenants on the property.
22. Owners of the site or any portion thereof shall inform EPA of the
identities of all tenants on the property.
23. During construction, excavation, or grading of any type, measures
shall be taken to ensure that there is no offsite migration of dust, odors or
organic vapors. During such activities, appropriate measures shall be
taken to protect the health and welfare of on—srte personnel and workers
and to prevent offsite impacts.
24. Prior written approval must be obtamed from EPA for all building or
site modifications.
25. Waste materials shall not be excavated without the prior written
approval of and supervision by EPA.
26. No new construction shall occur on the site without the pnor wntten
approval of EPA.
(a) New construction shall be supported by subsurface
explorations and analytical laboratory data to characterize the
-construction area for the possible existence of waste materials.
(b) If contaminants are discovered in the construction area, they
shall be remediated or buildings and structures must be
appropriately designed to protect occupants. »
(c) Appropriate worker and public health and safety precautions,
including but not limited to dust control, safety plans, and other
torms of worker protection, must be taken prior to approval of
construction.
27. Boreholes, foundation piles, or other subsurface penetrat;ons into the
reservoir (in Area 2) or any other area of the site which could create
conduits aliowing wastes to migrate to groundwater shalil not be made
without the prior written app.oval of EPA.
28. Construction workers shail be provzded with appropnate personai
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protective equipment while they are working at the site.

29. Pesticides or herbicides shall not be applied to the capped areas of
the site or to areas surrounding monitoring points without the pnor written
approval of EPA.

30. Use of any septic tanks on the property shall be discontinued and
such tanks shall be decommissioned in accordance with local regulations.
31. The site or such other property shall not be used or redeveloped for

residential use; use as a hospital, school for people aged 21 and under, or

day care center; or other uses by sensitive receptors.

In addition, EPA will work with the City of Santa Fe Springs to ensure that the
City's master plan for redevelopment of the site is consistent with the institutional
-control objectives described in this Amended ROD. EPA may also work with the
City of Santa Fe Springs to develop ordinances to prohibit residential use; use as
a hospital, school for people aged 21 and under, or day care center; or other
uses by sensitive receptors, and to limit activities on the site that have not been
approved by EPA.

Long-term Groundwater Monitoring: Long-term groundwater monitoring will be
conducted to ensure that the site does not contribute to exceedances of
groundwater standards. The primary goal of groundwater monitoring will be to
detect, as early as possible, releases or migration of contaminants from WDI
sources (e.g., buried reservoir in Area 2, buried waste areas, and soil gas to
groundwater). The monitoring program will meet the requirements of a detection
monitoring program as specified in State of California regulations for interim
status hazardous waste management units or facilities. A groundwater
monitoring plan shall be developed that outlines a list of parameters to be
sampled and analyzed for, methodology, monitoring frequency, and statistical -
analyses. Objectives of the long-term groundwater monitoring program inciude:

. Establish a detection monitoring program to monitor potential release,
leaching, or migration of contaminants from on-site waste sources to
groundwater;

s Comparison of groundwater monitoring data with groundwater MCLs;

. Collection of groundwater elevation data to monitor and document
conditions or changes in groundwater flow and potennal contaminant
migration; and

» Maintain a tustorical record of groundwater quality data to assess the
performance and effectiver._ss of the soil gas and landfiii cover remedial
actions that will be implemented for site closure.
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L Long-term O&M: Long-term operations and maintenance (O&M) will be
implemented to monitor remedial systems and to ensure that the remedy is
functioning effectively. Operations and maintenance will be performed to
achieve and sustain ARARs and Performance Standards for all capping
systems, leachate and liquids collection and monitoring systems, gas collection
and soil gas monitoring systems, groundwater monitoring, engineering controls,
irrigation, surface water management and drainage, site access and security,
grading, landscaping, use restrictions, and visual impact mitigation.

4. Cleanup and Performance Standards

a. Soil Standards

This Amended ROD does not retain the soil cleanup standards adopted in the

. 1993 ROD. Since the revised remedy relies on in-situ capping of wastes rather
than removal, reconsolidation, treatment, or off-site disposal of extensive
quantities of buried wastes, EPA determined that soil cleanup standards would
not be applicable for implementation of the revised remedy.

b. Soil Gas Performance Standards

Provisional soil gas performance standards were developed by EPA in1999.

This Amended ROD adopts those provisional standards as the performance
standards for soil gas by using the Region 9 EPA preliminary remediation goals
(PRGs) for ambient air (EPA. 2000) and applying an attenuation factor of 100 to
account for the dilution ot a soil gas contaminant to in-business air. This factor is
based on modeling that was performed in EPA’s 1989 Final Endangerment
Assessment. This value has been compared against literature values; Little et
al. (1992) suggests a range of attenuation (0.4 to 0.0004) that could be used for
a building at 100 meters distance from a landfill source. As is apparent from this
'survey, the value assumed tfor purposes of establishing soil gas performance
standards for this Amend ROD falls on the conservative end of this range. Table
10 presents soil gas performance standards for COCs at the WDI site.

_The foliowing crntena were used to develop these standards:

. If a chemical is a known carcinogen, the PRG at the 1x107° risk level was
multiplied by an attenuation factor of 100;

. If a chemicalis a probabie carcinogen, the PRG at the 1x10°7° risk level
was multiphed by an attenul ..on factor of 100;
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. If the chemical is a possible carcinogen, the PRG at the 1x10™ risk Eevel
was multiplied by an attenuation factor of 100;

« _Ifthe chemical is a noncarcinogen, the PRG at a hazard quotient of 0.2
was multiplied by an attenuation factor of 100. A hazard quotient of.0.2 is
used to take into account exposures to up to five chemicals that are co-
located on the site; a hazard quotient of 0.2 is often used by Cal EPA in
setting other health-risk based standards such as MCLs for drinking water.

These soil gas performance standards will be applied outdoors in areas near
selected buildings and along the perimeter of the site. As part of the revised
-remedy, gas migration or soil gas extraction including systems for collection,
extraction, and treatment of gases (from the reservoir in Area 2 as well as areas’
outside of the reservoir perimeter) will be implemented and monitored as
necessary to attain and sustain these performance standards at near-building -
locations and at the perimeter of the site. Location of monitoring wells for '
determination of compliance with these soil gas performance standards will be
determined during remedial design.

c. Groundwater Monitoring

The remedy incorporates groundwater monitoring for analyses of the COCs
listed in Table 2. Groundwater monitoring will be conducted as part of the
revised remedy in order to detect changes in the current groundwater conditions
at the site and determine if the s:te is causing exceedances in groundwater
MCLs.

The groundwater monitoring program will include the following elements:

Background wells to monitor and document the guality of groundwater that has
not been affected by an on-site release;

_ Point of Compliance (POC) Wells (downgradient edge of buried wastes, and
screened within the uppermost aquifer) to be monitored for detection of potential
releases and impacts to groundwater from site-related waste sources;

Near-Source Detection Wells to detect potential site-related releases before
impacts are measured at the POC;

Verification Wells or Guard Wells for monitoring downgradient property line wells
to ensure that site contaminants (i. present in groundwater) do not migrate off-
site and potentially impact private or municipal water supply wells.
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The groundwater monitoring well network will be determined during remedial
design.

The groundwater monitoring program will require evaluation and reporting of all

sampling data for EPA review. In the event that changed groundwater conditions
- are detected as a result of releases for the site, EPA may require additional

groundwater sampling and the installation of additional monitoring wells

5. Suymma[y of Estimated Remedy Costs

As reported in the May 2001 Supplemental Feasibility Study, the capital and O&M costs
for Alternative 2 were estimated at approximately $7,542,332. A present worth analysis
was performed for each remedial alternative. A discount factor was applied to itemize
expenditures for each of the alternatives that occur beyond the base year over the
period of analysis. All costs for the alternatives during the period of analysis are related
to a common base year. This allows the cost of the final remedial action to be
compared on the basis of a single figure representing the amount of money that, if
invested in the base year and disbursed as needed, would be sufficient to cover all

costs associated with the remedial action and O&M over its planned life.

in conducting the present worth analysis for future costs, assumptions were made
regarding the selection of the discount rate and the period of performance. For the
WD site, the discount rate of 3.5 percent was selected based on the difference
between the Consumer Price Index (CPl) and the current 30-year long-term bond rate
at the time the analysis was conducted. A period of performance of 30 years was
adopted in the analysis, based on the minimum 30-year post-closure care requirement
for landfill containment systems. It is anticipated, however, that long-term operations
and maintenance, environmental momtonng and periodic costs may extend beyond the
minimum 30-year period.

The final cost of the remedy is highly sensitive to the selection of the discount factor
due to significant O&M and periodic costs that will be incurred over the period of
analysis. In general, a discount rate of 7.0 percent is used to estimate the present
value.of future costs for Federal facilities, including those under Superfund authority.
However, Office of Management and Budget Circular No. A-94 suggests a different .
disceunt factor may be applied for sites or projects that meet certain criteria. The

. criteria inctude the following: ’

. Future year éxpenditures will be high;
» Costs are sensitive 1o the discount rate: and
. Cost will continue beyond 30 years.

The net present value of the annual and periodic costs is substantial and is estimated to
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be approximately 50 percent of the total present.value of the revised remedy. Thus, the
future year expenditures will be high relative to capital costs. Moreover, due to the
relatively high level of future year costs, the total net present value of the remedy is
sensitive to the discount rate. Finally, it is anticipated that future costs will continue to
accrue beyond a 30-year period. Although a planning period of 30 years was applied in
the remedy comparative analysis, O&M, environmental monitoring, institutional controls,
and other periodic costs are expected to continue to accrue beyond this period. The
WD site, therefore, meets all three of the criteria descnbed in the OMB Circular No. A-
94.

Since completion of the Supplemental Feasibility Study and issuance of the Proposed
Plan, EPA has made revisions to the estimated cost for implementation of the revised
remedy. These revisions are considered necessary based on further predesign
evaluation of Alternative 2 and minor revisions of scope to include mitigation for visual
and noise impacts to the community. The cost estimate for the revised remedy has
been revised from $7,542,000 to $7,830,000. The revised cost estimate, based on
information provided by the WDIG (January 2002), as approved by EPA, is summarized

in Table 11.

. Changes in Expected Qutcomes

Implementation of the revised remedy will result in the following changes in expected
outcomes:

. Contaminated soil wiill be contamed on the site utilizing engineered capping
systems. Activities for reconsolidation of wastes to any significant degree, and
removal of wastes and disposal at off-site facilities are not included in the revised
remedy under this Amended ROD. Soil cleanup standards adopted in the 1993
ROD have not been retained for this Amended ROD; _

. Soil gas performance standards have been adopted by this Amended ROD;
remedy components will be constructed, operated and maintained to achieve
and sustain performance standards to minimize gas migration from buried waste
onthe site;

* _The revised remedy adds a liquids coliection component for the collection of
leachate (from the reservoir in Area 2) and other site-related liquids for handling
at offsite treatment and disposal facilities;

’ This Amended ROD incorporates long-term groundwater monitoring that will

detect changes in groundwater quality at the site and ensure that groundwater
MCLs are not being exceeded due .0 WDI waste sources.
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TABLE 11

COST ESTIMATE FOR REVISED REMEDY
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

Capitat Costs :
Description | Quantity fUnit Unit Cost_|Total Cost
{Management Plans
i {Schedule 1jLS 6820 6,820
{Health and Salety Plan 1}LS 6956 6,956
Sampiing and Analysis Plan 1LS 9722 8,722
Permits 1jts 50416 50,416
NPDES Permits 1{LsS 7485 7.485
NPDES Permits - O&M 1JLS 5141 5,141
QA/QC Plan 1jLs 9094 9,094
T raffic Control Plan 1jLS 2162 2,162
O8&M Plan 1{LS 15754 15,754
~ jProcurement 1iLS 16168 16,168
Construction, :
HO Suppornt . ) 11{MTH 12490 137.39%0
Site Admin 6iMTH 52040f 312.240
Site MobvDemob 1jLS 27020f - 27.020
Clear and Grub “18]Acre 1133 21,527
Close Wells 2960{LF 38 113.072
Remove Concrete Slabs 32398{SF - 1.43 46,329
JBreak/Retocate Concrete and Bncks 212{CY 192.21 40,743
Break Asphalt - 130956]LF 024 31,429}
instal/Remove Sit Fence 4300{LF 8.49 36,493
instailRemove Hay Baise 1000{LF 12.62 12.620
Overexcavate Fil Areas 647971CY 3.85] 249,156
Leachate Coliechon Points 4{EA 1805.25 7,221
{Biovent Welis - 25]EA 1761.12 44,028
Install Building Controf System HEA - 28821] 2881
Repave Conc Buiding Control System Trench 1500|SF 8.80 13.200}
Relocate Butlaing Occupants TJEA 11000 11,000
Stormwater Pavement Demo/Restoration S0{SF 20.10 1,005
Anchor Trench Perrneter Drain 1885{LF 50.13 94,496
Stoem Dran to Oftsite : 1560{LF 36.00f 56,163
Storm Dran Catch Basin invent ' 2{EA . 4581 9,162
(Geocomposite Gas Coliectior 300584 [SF 0.47 141,255
Gas Collecton Sysierr 1920)LF 7.76 14,900
Install 60 mi HOPE 306355{SF 0.67 204,396
instait Drawn Layer Geocomposite 305355{SF 0.44 135.650
"Tinstail Asphait S Coat 92552|SF 078 71,832
tnstall Extraction System . 1S 17444 17.444
Stanup System 1S 4081 4.081
Soil Cover All Areas TIIS6ICY . 11.21 871,678
imgaton System Nort East Comer Orvy 3360jLF 11.09 37,254
Seeang of Graced Aseas 19 34jAcre 1917 37.068
Trees/Snrubs Nonn East Comer LS 24943 24,943
As-Buits LS 44117 44 117
Grace RV Parung 10 Surrounavng Graoes 16735|CY 3.30 55,255
A_, Demoiish Brothers Bunomg 5740|SF 383 20,268
Demotsh C+E Bumang £400iSF 4 41 28,221
jinstait 20° Fence 4751 F 29.70 14,108
Teonant Relocaton ) 2{EA 50000 100.000
Subtotai 3.245.310
Contingency 15% 486,797
Overyont 10% 373.211
TOTAL CAPITAL COST . . 4,110,000
Notes:
LS = tump Sum SF = Square Feet
- MTH = Monin CY = Cubec Yarg
LF = Lineal Feet ) EA = Eacn
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TABLE 11 {Continued)

COST ESTIMATE FOR REVISED REMEDY
WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

Annual Casts of O&M (caiculated for a 30-year minimum period)
Dascription | " [Quantity [Unit Cosvun_JAnn OBM_| _Prasent Wonh
institutional Controls Monitonng (Quarnterty) 11Year 16,992 16,992 312,518
{Enforcement Actions (1 per year) 1iYear 10,400 10,400 191,277
Agency Oversight (10% of O&M costs) 1{Year 18.500 18,500 340,253
Soil Gas Monitoring (Quarterty) 1{Year 73,132 73.132 1,345,047
Groundwater Monitoring {Quarierly) 1{Year 29,5791 29.579 544,018
in-Businass Air Monitoring {Sermv-annually) 1lYear 6,304 6,304 115,943
{Resevoir Liquid Sump (300 gation per year} 1{Year 3.835 3,835 70,533
Stormwater Monitoring {4 sampiles per year) 1}Ysar 2,200 2200 40,462
Biovent Monitoring -
First year (25 samples. semu-annually 1}{Year 26,450 26,450 25,556
Years 2-30 (25 sampies per year) 1{Year 11,275] 11275 203,353
Soil Gas Control System Beneath Res Cap
) First year (12 sampies) t{vear 4,620 4,620 4.464
Years 2-30 (4 sampies per year} 1{Year '1.540 1,540 2,775
Replace Stand Pipe once at 10 vears 1{Year 75 75 624
Replace Stand Pype once at 20 vears 1]Year 37 37 526
Annual Reports 1{Year 10,0001 10,000 183.920
Cap over Resenvoir
{Mow grass 1]Year 495 495 3,104
jrodent controi 1ivisit 2.000 2.000 36,784
Engineered Cap Area 2 wio Reservor :
IMow grass 1]Year 512 512 9.417}
Engineered Cap outside Area 2
JMow grass 1]Year 249 249 4,580
Repiace 20% Engineered AC Cover every 7 5 years
7.5 years 1{Year 8.699 8,639 56,522
15 yaars 1]Year 8.699 8.699 43.668
225 years 1ivear 8.699 8.699 33,737
30 years 1{Year 8.699 8.699 26,065
Replace 20% Engineered Concrete Lovarevery T 3 vean
7.5 years 1{Year 5.027 5.027 32.663
15 years 1{Year 5.027 5027 25.235
22 S years 1{Year 5027 5.027 19,496
30 years 1{Year 5027 5.027 15.063
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH OF ANNUAL O4M 3,720,000
[TOTALCAPITAL AND PW CF ANNUAL DM 7,830,000}
Notes
-1 Tolal COS! 3 WANGCE 10 1V SI0n Tunry reaxhsl GRTQR
2 There May Do $OMe MXM-ONE COMNE 85WC: AW win WMPOAry Or Dermanent reiocation ol occupants
WHOS@ DrODe7tEs wik D v GACIES Dy TFar ermedhsi CONBIrUCon. DUt it CaNNot be quantified at s time.
3 Interest rate tor NPV CacLAMI0m (1= 1 §7 . Delore Lanahe: mfiauori) was selected based on the

Giftecance Der~eer it Corsume Prce marr ICP1 and the 30-year long-term bond rate at ume

of cacuiaor .
4 QM s axpecied 10 be Orge’ e~ X0 rea‘s 87d Clormahon ohtained ounng annual and S-year reviews
wili De USeC 10 et Oy W™ UEMW v extmates
Reterence s 1o WOIG Dra™ Cos: E semaie 7 = 2000

wr
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. The revised remedy presented in this Amended ROD will be generally
compatible with the city's desire to redevelop the site in the future. To the extent
that redevelopment will not hinder or interfere with site remediation, the design
for the remedy will be prepared so as not to preclude appropriate redevelopment
of the site for certain industrial uses. Implementation will provide for reviews by
the City of Santa Fe Springs during the remedial design process. In addition, to
the maximum extent practicable, remedial design by the WDIG wili seek to
accommodate redevelopment grading and layout alternatives thaisre being
evaluated by the City as part of its WDI site redevelopment masj&:pianmng

M. Statutory Determinations

The revised remedy selected in this Amended ROD remains protectivg-of human health
and the environment through the use of containment systems to rediuce the potential for
exposure to waste, contaminated soil, and soil gas. This remedy-zaduces the risks of -
exposure to contaminated soil by using EPA's presumptive remedsgfor landfills; the
sources of contamination and contaminated soils will be contained’by a RCRA-
equivalent cap and associated engineered capping systems in areas overlying buried
waste. Liquids and gas collection systems will be used to collect,-extract, and treat site
liquids and subsurface gases to reduce the levels of exposure._da-addition, institutional
controls will be implemented to protect the integrity of the remedi-control site use and
access, restrict groundwater use, and prevent exposure to bugiasd-zontaminated wastes
and soils. Finally, long-term groundwater monitoring will be conducted to ensure the
protectiveness of the remedy.

There are no short-term threats from the site that cannot be readily mitigated. Further,
no cross media impacts are expected as a result of implementing the remedy.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Approp::iéte F%equirements (ARARS)

The revised remedy will attain and sustain ARARs. ARARs identified for the revised
remedy and the action to be taken to attain the requirements are listed in Table 12.

3. Cost-Effectiveness

Cost-effectiveness is determined by evaluation of three balancing criteria: (1) long-term
effectiveness and permanence; (2) reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through
treatment; and (3) short-term effectiveness. Overall effectiveness is then compared to
estimated remediation costs to ensure that the revised remedy is cost-effective.

The remedy proposed in this Amended ROD enhances the long-term effectiveness of
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the original remedy since it extends the areal limits of the capping systems to contain
additional wastes that have been identified since the signature of the original ROD in
1983." This revised remedy also achieves a high levetl of short-term effectiveness
because it minimizes any exposure to wastes during implementation of the remediation.
Although this remedy does not employ treatment, mobility of waste.is reduced through
-.:- containment. Because the revised remedy should be highly effective and has a ’

. reasonable estimated cost of $7,830,000, the revised remedy is cost-effective.

4. Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technologies or
Resource Recovery Technoloqies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

-Although treatment of site wastes was evaluated in the feasibility studies, EPA
atermiinad thaf-ife »:aitomatweswere not practicable. EPA has determined that the
remedy described in this Amended ROD represents the maximum extent to which
permanent solutions and treatment technologies can be applied in a cost-effective

manner for containment of wastes at the WDI site.

| 5. Preference for Treatment

Containment is EPA's presumptive remedy for landfills. The removal and treatment of
all or even a substantial portion of the wastes buried at the WDI site is not technically or
economically feasible. In addition, removal and offsite disposal of WDI site wastes and
contaminated soils would incur short-term risks. EPA expects that containment, gas
collection and removal, liquids removal, and long-term monitoring will be protective of
human health and the environment and is implementable. This revised remedy uses
containment, monitoring, and institutional controls rather than treatment to address the

threats posed by contamination.

6. Five-Year Review

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above levels
that aliow for uniimited use and unrestricted exposure, a statutory review will be
conducted at least once every five years after initiation of the remedial action to ensure
that the remedy is protective of human health and the environment.

N Documentation of Significant Changes from the Proposed Plan

The revised remedy remains substantially identical to that presented in the Proposed
Plan. Responding to comments from community metnbers, EPA will include mitigation
for visual and noise impacts to nearby landowners and tenants. Mitigation will include
construction of a direct-line-of-sight barrier along the northern site boundary to reduce
adverse visual and noise impacts, contro. drainage, and control site access. EPA has
revised the cost estimate for the revised remedy from $7,542,000 to $7,830,000.

AROD_061402wpd.wpd . Page - 71
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FEDERAL AND STATE OF CALIFORNIA ARARs FOR

TABLE 12

AMENDED ROD

Qj} WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. SUPERFUND SITE

REQUIREMENT AND CITATION

scopelt)

COMMENT(2)

ACTION TO BE TAKEN TO
ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

CHEMICAL SPECIFIC - WATER QUALITY

%

EaL
i

Clean Water Act, 33 USC
§1251.1387, and 40 CFR pt. 122,
Nationat Pollution Discharge
Elirination System, implemented

by State Water Resoutces Comrot

Board Statewide General Permits
re Stormwatet Discharges, 89-08
{Genetal Construction) and 97-03
(General Industrial)

"
Establishes lh;"‘ tramework for regulations over the
control of watgs poliution and restoration of water
resources, Rgquitements for certain industrial and
construction sctivities 1o ensure stormwater
discharges do not contribute to a vialation of
suriace water quality standards. Includes
measures to mirumize or eliminate potiutants in
stormwater discharges and monitoring 10 show
compliance.

Centain reguiations stemming from the Clean
Water Act are Applicable to water
discharges and groundwatet treatment
temedies. Stormwater requitements are
applicable to construction of treatment units,

it any.

Landtlll cover drainage
cortrof; surface water
disthiarge and run-off;
construction.

Site grading, construction of
Impermeable cover, O&M,
monitoring.

CHEMICAL Spectlic « AIR QUALITY

Clean Ait Act, 42 USC §7401,.

¢ 38q.; Nationat Prmary and
Secondary Ambient Air Quality
Standatds {NAAQS), 4 3FR
§650.1-50.11; Ambient Alr Quality
Standards, 17 CCR, §§70101,
70200

£ stablish Ambient Alr Quality Standards for
ambrent aif 10 protect public health and wellare.

. 1dentdies standards for six pollutants.

Applicabla to emissions, including
particulate matier, NO, and CO emissions,
from landfill gas treatment unit depending on
emission rates.

Soll gas and landfill gas,

Landfill gas emissions
controltreatmant; emissions
controls during cover construction,

Clean Alr Act, 42 USC §7401,
et seq.: National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Alr
Poliutants (NESHAPS), 40 CFR
Pan 61; SCAQMD Regutation X
(adopting federal standards)

Establishes emission standards for certain
panticutarly hazardous air poliutants,

Relevant and Appropriate to landfill gas
treatment and soll vapor extraction emissions
depending on emission rates.

Solt gas.

Emlissions controls on landfit gas
treatment uni.

Claan Air Act, 42 USC §740¢,

et seq.; New Source Performance
Standards (NSPSs), 40 CFR

Part 80; SCAQMD Regutation IX
{adopting federal standards)

Establishes standards for new stationary sources
of air amissions to ensure that they are designed,
equipped, operated, and maintained to reduce
emissions to a minimum, The emission control
technology on which the NSPSs are based is the
best-demonstrated technotogy.

Relavant and Appropriate 1o soli vapor
extraction units and the landfill gas treatment
units depending on emission rates.

Landfilt and soll gas.

Verification that emissions
quantities do nat trigger levels
requiring new source performance
taview. Air emission equipment
will be necessary i exceedances
are predicled,

Alr Resources Act, Cal. HAS Code,
§39000, et seq.; Catifomia State
Implementation Plan (SIP)

Regulates both nonvehicular and vehicutar

sources of air politants. The SIP describes how .

the air quality programa of the state will be
implemented. The South Coast Alr Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) s the Air
Poliution Control District goveming the she.

Applicable to landtill gas treatment and soil
vapor extraction alr discharges. Remedial
actions should comply with relevant
substantive requirements of the SIP,

Soll, wastes, soll gas, landfill
gas. .

Addressed through meeting
substantive requirements of
SCAQMD tor emiasions
discharges from landfiil gas
collection system or SVE units.
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{Continued)
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Page 2 of 10

REQUIREMENT AND CITATION

i scope!)
L

COMMENT(2)

ABPLICABLE MEDIA

ACTION TO BE TAKEN TO
ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

R
i kY

.

CHEMICAL SPECIFIC - WASTE DELINEATION AND?ANAGEMENT

Toxic Subatances Controt Act,
15 U.S.C. §§2601-2692;
40 CFA §§761.50-7681.79

Establishes mejns lor storage and disposal of
material conta !aled with polychiorinated
biphenyts (PCBY) of concentrations of 50 parts per
miltion of gremg}}

it

" Applicabia 1o the storage and disposat of
liquid, wastes and soits contaiting PGByt
concentrations greater than 50 pysm., |

quulas wasies. solls.

Addressed through chemical
characterization of liquids, wastes,
and soils priot to disposal and
treatment, and through their
disposal and treatment,

Resaurce Conservation and
Recovery Act, Public Law No.,
94-580, 90 Stat. 2795, 42 US.C.
§8901, et seq.; Hazardous Waste
Conttol Act, Div. 20, Ch, 6.5,
§25100, &t seq., Criteria for
Idemitying Hazardous Wastes,
22 CCR, §566261.1-66261.128

Estabhshes critoHa-and methods for characterizing
hazardous wastas,

Applicable to the characterization of
contaminated soils, wastes, and liquids.

| Gharacterization of wastes, solls,
' and-liquids.

CHEMICAL SPECIFIC - LANDFILL GASES i

Gas Montoring and Controt Dunng
Closure, 27 CCH §20921

Requites controyof landtill emissions as follows:

{,
a  Methane copcentration must not exceed
1.25 percerif by volume in air in onaite
structures.

b. Methane concemraﬂon must not exceed S
percent by volume in air at property boundary
or aternate boundary.

Retevant and Appropriate as standards fot
control of methane.

Through monitaring and
application of landfiil gas controt
measures,

LOCATION SPECIFIC - ENDANGERED SPECIES AND MIGRATORY BIRDS

Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 16
U.8.C. §703-712.

Migratory Birds must be protected from poisoning
at hazardous waste sites.

Applicabte to migratory birds. Certain bird
species, including doves, have been
observed at the Sie.

Soll-:.liindml cover,
congiitction,

Construction of remedy and
remedy must not expose migratory
birds to hazardous materials.

Endangered Species Act, 18 USC
§§1531-1534; Protection of
Endangered and Threatened
Species, 50 CFR pans 200 and
402; 40 CFR §8.302(h); Califomia
Endangered Species Act, Californla
Fish and Game Code §2050-2098

imposes limits on agency action that may
jeopardize endangered or threatened species or
advensely modifies their habitat, Requires
consuftation with the Department of Fish and
Wildlite or Cafitomia Department ot Fish and
Gamae i listed species or habitat may be affected.
Requires consideration of mitigation measures.

Applicable If endangered or threatened
-species or their habitat are present at the
. Site. At this time, It appears that no
endangered or threatened apecies of their
habitat are present. Habitat is untikely to be
created during construction of the remedy,

Soll, landtil cover,

construction.

Construction; confirm absence of
endangered specles with state
and federal resource management
agencies; Consultation with
Califomia Resource Management
agency to confirm absence of
endangered species.

LOCATION SPECIFIC « LAND USE

Archaeological and Historic
Preservation Act, 18 USC §5§468,
et seq.; 36 CFR Part 65

Requires action to recover and preserve artifacts if

1 aheration of terrain may threaten significant

scientific, prehistoric, historic, or archaeological

" data.

Applicable i action Is taken in area which
may cause irreparable harm, toss or
significant destruction of artifacts.  These
requirements must be consldared if artifacts
are discovered or appear likely to be
discovered during any excavatiori or dritling.

Soils, tand!il cover

It antifacts are discovered during
excavation and drilling,
substantive requirements must be
complied with.

Postclosure Land Use, 27 CCR
£§21190

Provides postclosure design and construction
requirements for buildings on site and within 1,000
feet of waste holding area.

Relevant and Appropriate for
tedevelopment and reuse,

Landfiit covar, wastes, '
pases.

Thraugh design of cover and
control systems, future tand use,
and maintenance and
enforcement of Institutional and
engineering controls.
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REQUIREMENT AND CITATION

scope(!)

COMMENT(2)

{APPLICABLE MEDIA

ACTION TO BE TAKEN TO
ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

ACTION SPECIFIC - WASTE MANAGEMENT

B

Use and Management of
Containers, 22 CCR 88284.170-
66264.178

Establishes requirements for handling hazardous
waste contatnam stored ot transterred by owners
ot operalors O(F\azardous waste facility,

Relqv’ari!'n’nu Appropriate 1086 ds and
liquids collected and contalrnéd*tintsile prior
1o ofisife transport and disposai,  *

Soll, whstes, fiquids, soll gas

| treatment residue,

Through design, construction and
operation of landfill containment
system and management of
tiquids and othar wastes on site. .

Standards Apphrcable to
Generators of Hazardous Waste,
22 CCR, §566262 10-68262 89

hamb&;;b;é anc; ;-Tsd Tv;;nmem
Unt. 22 CCR_§A7450 3

E stablishes r qlromoms for generators of
hazardous was, #3, including requirements for waste
determimation, ¢ acuaqmg labeling, accumulation,
and document

(’l\’

Inchudes substantve requirements for
management of, mcluding discharge of effluent or
emissions tran, spoﬂnblo and fixed treaiment SVE
Uity

NN SR

Applicable to generation of hazardous
waste, including soils excavation and liquids
exiraction, and to landtil operations and
maintenance,

Addressed through management
gnd documentation of all
nazardous wastes and materials
containing hazardous wastes
collected, treated, and disposed of
as pan of the fandfilt closure
action.

Applicable to landfill gas treatment unit and
portable soilvapor extraction treatment units.

Addressed through meeting
substantive requirements for alr
emission.

ACTION SPECIFIC - LANDFILL CLO,

A

Sung [

RCRA Closure and Postciosure 1or
Lanatn crosures, 22 CCR
§66264 111.66264 120

Cortective Action Waste
Management Unns, 22 CCR
§666264 552, 66264.553

€ stabushes ck'lrgwe requitements for landlits,
surtace mpoundmaents, and waste piles

Relevant and Approyprla!o to the closure of
landfilt with wastes left in ptace.

Through design and construction
of landfili containment system.

€ stablishes that consoldation and ptacement into
& correciive Action management unit of
remediation wastes generated as partof a
corrective action does not constiute placement or
land disposal of hazardous waste. Prohibits .
creation of-an unacceptable risk to humans and
the environment tesulting from exposura.
Establishes closure and other requirements.
Establishes requirements for temporary tank and
container storage.

Refevant and Appropriate for the
excavation and consolidation of outlying
wastes into the central portion of the site to
teduce area affected by wastes. The final
cover and control systems containing
consolidated wastes must meet the landfiil
closure ARARS,

Wastwus, solls, Container
requirements relate to
extracted liquids and liquid
and soll gas treatment
residue.

Addressed through design and
construction of remedy, including
management and consolidation of
wastes and soils, and cap
construction. Exiracted liquids
and liquid and soil gas treatment
residue must meet container
requirements.

Solid Waste Management Act of
1972, 27 CCR, §20919, Gas
Controt

Requires monttoring and gas control when landfil
decomposition gases may present a hazard or
nuisance.

Relevant and Appropriate to monitoring and
applicable control measures for methane and
hazardous gas generated at the site.

Soll pas.

Through site-wide monitoting
ptogram and implementation of
any necessary gas control
measures.

Gas Monitoring and Control dufing
Ciosute and Postclosure,
27 CCR, §20921,

Aequires controf of trace gases to prevent adverse
acute and chronic exposure to toxic and/or
carcinogenic compounds,

Requires closure and postclosure activities 1o
continue for 30 years of uml! authorized to
disconiinue.

Requires modification of systems to reflect

changing land uses. Postclosure land use must
not intertere with gas monttoring and control

system tunction.

Relevant and Appropriate to hazardous
disposal sftes that did not commence
complete closure by August 18, 1989,

‘Soll Gas.

Through continuation of site-wide
monitoring program and
implementation of necesaary gas
control measures,
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t
A ITAT i (1) (2 5 ACTION TO BE TAKEN TO
REQUIREMENT AND CITATION ! SCOPE COMMENT(2) AFFLICABLE MEDIA ATTAIN REQUIREMENT
Monitoring during Closure and Requires fandtilf. gas monktoring system to ensure Relevant and Appropriate to the design and | Soll gas. Through application of these

Posiclosure, 27 CCR §20923

requirements of dection 20921 are met. Requites
monitoring systein 1o be designed to detect gas
migrating beyond landfill property boundary and
into onsite structures, and to account for

+  Local soil arid tock conditions

. Hydvoqoolomcal conditions.

U Locatons of buildings, structures, and waste
aroa’

'

o Adacen land use and inhabrable structyres
within 1 000 1ot of hsposal sno property
DOwNary

. Man made pathweys

¢ Natyte 80e and gas generation potential of
waste '

maintenance of the landtill gas monitoring
system

G

requirements into the monitoring
program,

Peameter MONaorng dutvsg
Ciosurs g PoAtckure.
27 CCR 420928

Neustet A4 Qas MONAONNG NEtwOrt Around
w316 GOPNAR Pervngtet and NOSAL e
DAUNGATY LUiees COrtam CONAANM Ate Met
Specdweq oc aton, spacing, depth, and
construction of 304 gas Monronng wells, including

Locaton around penmeter
Spacmg not to exceed 1.000 1
Probe at Sto 10 R

Probe st mid-depth of waste
Probe al waste depth
Construction as specified.

Relevant and Appropriate 10 monttonng of
sod gas

Soll ges.

Through design and
implementation of soil gas
monitoring system.

Structure Momtoring during Closure ‘

and Postclosure,
27 CCR §209314

Requires monitoring Inside buildings and of onsite
structures such as vaults where gases can build
up, botr; adjacent 1o and on 'op of waste deposit

‘area. |

Requires that structures on top of waste be
monitored continually,

Relevant and Appropriate to monitoring of
soil gas adjacent to and within bulldings.

Soil gas: indoor alr.

Through design and
implementation of indoor and
near-buliding soll gas monttoring.

Monitoring Parameters during
Closure and Postclosure,

Requires sampling of monhoring probes and
onsite structures for methane and for trace gases

Relevant and Appropriate to identification
of soll gas and indoor air monitoring

Soll gas; indoor alr.

Through design and
implementation of indoot and

27 CCR §20932 that may pose acute or chronic exposure risk due | parameters, and to the sampling of solt gas near-building soil gas monitoring.
) to toxic of carcinogenic compounds. and indoor air,

Monitoring Frequency during Requires monitoring quarterty, or more frequenily Relevant and Appropriate to the monitoring { Soil gas; indoot alr. Through design and

Closure and Postclosure, #f gas migration is occurring or other factors are frequency for In-building air and soil gas. implementation of indoor and

27 CCR §20933 : ) near-bullding soit gas monitoring.

met,
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REQUIREMENT AND CITATION

scopeft)

J

COMMENT(2)

'APPLICABLE MEDIA

ACTION TQ BE TAKEN TO
ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

Landfilt Gas Control,
27 CCR §209237

When gas montibring results show methane Is
exceeding the levels estabfished in Section 20921
(1.25 percent volume alr within onshe structures or
§ percent volum air at faciity or alternate
boundary), tequires taking ot alt steps necessary to
protect public heahh, safety, and the environment.
Also téquires thd design and construction of a gas
control system u?: ‘

a.  Prevent methane accumulation in onsite
structures.:

b.  Reduce methane at property boundary to
below compliance levels.

c. Reduce tace gases.
d - Coflect and treat 1andlill gas condensate.

Requires a system fot montoring and adjustment
to assure optimum operating efliciency.

Retevant and Appropriate 1o design and
operation of landfill. gas contro! system.

Soll gas, Indoor alr..

T

Through design, construction, and
operation of gas coritrol system
addressing these requirements,

Dust Controt tor Landfilt and
Disposal Sttes, 27 CCR §20800

Requires the operator 10 take adequate measutes
0 minmize the creation of dust,

Refevant and Appropriate for the
construction and maintenance ot the tandfilt
cover,

Solt, wastes,

Addressed through dust control
measures during construction and
maintenance of cover.

Drainage and Erosion Control,
27 CCR §21150

RAequires drainage and erosion controf systems to
prevenm public contact with waste and ta ensure
integrity of land use and monttoring and control
systems,

-Applicable for landfill postciosure design

and maintenance.

Soll, surface water, liquids
contral, cover,

Addressed through design and
postclosure maintenance of cover
and drainage systems.

Grading of Filt Surtace at Landfitt
and Disposal Sites, i
27 CCR §20650

future seftlement.

Requires grading of disposat area covered
surfaces to promote lateral nun-off of precipttation
and to prevent ponding. Requires grades to-be
established with sutficient slope to account for

3

Relevant and Appropriate to iandfill cover
meintenance. :

Soll, surface water, liquids
control

Addressed through design and
postclosure maintenance of cover
and drainage systems.

+

Security at Closed Sites,
27 CCR §21135

Requires site securfty, including signs and
resitiction of access ta closed landfil sites to
protect public health and safety.

Certain parts of the-regulation are potentially
Relevant and Appropriate to operations
and maintenance of closed landfilt,
depending on the postclosure land use,

Soll, waste.

Addressed through
implementation of security
measures during postciosure
period, depending on postciosure
land use.

Final Covar Standards,
27 CCR §21140

Requires finat cover to protect human health and
satety by controlling fandfitl gas migration and
other factors. Requites final cover to be
compatible with posiciosure land use, Cover
must meet requirements of 27 CCR §21090
(addressed below); altemative cover must comply
with 40 CFR §258.6(b).

Applicable for design and construction of the
landfill cover and the management of landfill
gas.

Soll, waste, soll gas.

Addressed by incorporation of
standards into design of cover and
gas management system and
adherence to standards during
construction and maintenance.
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REQUIREMENT AND CITATION

scope(Y)

COMMENT(2)

A.PPUCABLE: MEEM\

ACTION TO BE TAKEN TO
» ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

Postclosure Land Use,
27 CCH §21190

Requires postcl ure land use 10 protect the cover
and gas monnonnq systems and prevent public
contact with the wastes, gas, and leachate.
Addresses desbpn of postclosure land uses,
including onsno%onsmmbn and requires all such
construction to maintain integrity of cover and
controf system. Establishes additional

- requirements for.construction.

Relevant and Appropriate to posiciosure
land use and to design, construction, and
maintenance of cover,

Waste
gas;

, feachate, landfilt
Var systems,

T

Through incorporation of these
requirements into the design,
construction, and maintenance of
the structures proposed as part of
posiciosure land uses.

Final Grade, 27 CCR §21142

Provides requiteiments regarding the finat grades
for covered !andmls

Ye

'~v
[

Applicable to design and maintenance of the
landfilt cover,

Soll, waste, cover.

Addressed through a design that
incotporates the grading criteria

and construction of the cover to

meet the design criteria,

Stope Stability (Final Ste Face),
27 CCR §21145

Requires deslgf'\ of the slope stability of tha final
site face to provide for the integrity of the cover
under both static and dynamic conditions.

Applicable to design, construction, and
maintenance of the final landfill cover.

Soli, waste, cover.
]

E

Addressed through design and
construction of cover to meet
criteria.

Landlit Gas Control and Leachate
Contact Prevention,
27 CCA §21160

Requires lmp!erqenmm and maintenance ot
landfilt gas controf and teachate contact prevention
system,

Applicable to design, construction, and
maintenance of gas control and cover.

Gas, liquids, cover.

Addtessed through design,
construction, and implementation
of cover and gas control system,

Leachata Coflection and Rernoval
Systerns, 27 CCR §20340

Requires leachate collection and remaval system;

design must ensure that there Is no buitdup of
hydraulic head on tiner, and that the fluld in the
collection sump be kept at the minimum needed to
ensure efficient pump operations.

Relevant and Appropriate to design,
construction, and operation of leachate
reroval system and cover,

Liqulds, cover,

Addressed through design,
construction, and implementation
of cover and leachate collection
system.

Preciphtation and Drainage
Controls, 23 CCR §2548

Requires that infittration controls for final closure,
including drainage controls, final cover, and other
remedial containment structures over wastes
associated with the reservoir area, be designed
and constructed to limit, to the greatest extent
possible, ponding, infiftration, Inundation, eroston,
slope failure, washout and overtopping, and
controf run-off and run-on under pracipitation
conditions associated with the probable maximum
precipltation (PMP). For purposes of this
Amended ROD, the final cap and other remedial
structures necessary for ainment of reservolr
wastes are considered Class | facilities.

Relevant and Appropriate to design,
construction, and maintenance of final landfill
cap and associated structures for
containment of site reservoir wastes,

Soll, waste, surface water
quatity.

Addressed through design and
construction of cover to meet
criteria.

Precipttation and Drainage
Controls, 27 CCR §20365

Requires that infittration controts lor final closure,
including drainage controls, final cover, and other
remedial containment structures over wastes
outside of the reservoir area, be designed and
constructed to fimi, to the greatest extent possible,
ponding, infiltration, inundation, erosion, slope
taiture, washiout and avertopping, and control run-
off and run-on under precipitation condttions
assocliated with the100-year 24-hour storm event.
For purposes of this Amended ROD, the final cap
and othet remedial structures necessary for
conainment wastes outside of the reservolr area
are considered Class iil {acilities,

Relevant and Appropriate lo design,
construction, and maintenance of the final
landfilt cap and assoclated structures for
containment of wastes in areas outside of the
reservoir,

Soll, waste, surtace water
quality

Addressed through design and
construction of cover to meet
criteria.
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; ‘ MMENT 8 ATTAIN REQUIREMENT
General Criteria for Waste Establishes requirements for containment Relevant and Appropriate to leachate, run- | Waasids, soll, leachate/iquids | Addressed through
Management Unhts and structures, incluging materials, testing, and off, and gas control measures. and hm-oﬁ. N barrers, If neede% acn?fset:;moan o
Containment Structures, - hydrautic conduftivity: Requires existirig landfills . : :
27 CCR §5§20310(d), 20320, 20360 | 1o be litted with dubsurface barriers, as needed 4
and feasible. Estabhshes standards for i i
construction of npy subsurface barriers, including ) T
grout curtaing and cutof! walls. . A
Vadose Zone Monltofing, ’ Aequires vadosi zone monttoring for waste Relevant-and Appropriate to postclosure sttgé ‘and leachate | Addressed through ‘
27 CCR §20415(a) constituents for garly detection of releases from a monitoring of closed landfill. (liquids). implementation of postclosure
landfii, i . monitoring program for vadose
) L zone liquids.
Postciosure Care and Use of Establishes requirements for post-closure Applicable to post closure use of the closed | Wastés.and soil gas. Addressed through development
Property, 27 CCR §21180 maintenance (o ensure Integrity of final cover and | landfill and maintenance of control systems. Sy : of and adhetence 10, a post
environmental controt systems. Requires . closure plan that addresses
monitoring and establishes a post-closute care i compatible post closure uses, and
period necessary 10 protect human heatth and the ‘/,f through operation and '
environment i maintenance of cover and controt
) ) systems.
Closure and Postclosure Care, Estabhshes requirements for design, construction, { Relevant and Appropriate to design, Waste, leachate (liquids), Addressed through design
22 CCR §66264.310 and maintenance of cover, maintenance and construction, and O&M of landfill containment | and soll gas. construction, and O&M of éomrol
' monitoring programs, leachate collection and systems, . - systems,
removal, ground water monioring, and leak
detection, gas control and treatrnent.
Seismic Design Standards, Requites cover and cover systems and afl Retevant and Appropriate to design of Wastes, cover, cover Through design, consteuction, and
22 CCR §66264.25(b) : containment and control features remaining alter cover and cover systems, systerns. maintenance of cover. '
closure 10 withstand the maximum credible ' .
eanthquake without decreasing environmentat and
public heatth protection. .
Construction Quality Assurarnce, ‘Establishes requirements lor a written construction | Relevant and Appropriate to construction of | Cover, cover systems, and Addressed through design and .
22 CCR §66264.19 quality assurance program that is developed and the remedy for the site, other remedial systems. construction of remedial systems.
. implemented under the direction a CQA officer .
who is i Catifornia state registered professlonal
. Civil engineer,
Allowance for Engineered Allows flexibitity to implement other equally - Relevant and Appropriate to design, Cover, cover systems, and Addressed through design,
Altematives ta Construction or protective site-specific atarnatives. Ahematives construction, and O&M of landfill containment | other remedial aystema. construction, and O&M of control
Prescriptive Standards, shalt demonstrate that: (1) the construction or systerns. ) systems.
27 CCR §20080(b)(c) prescriptive standard Is not feasible according to i
centain criteria, and (2) there Is a specific
engineared alternative that s consistent with
performance goals and affords equivalent
. protection against water quality impairment.
Ciosure and Postclosure Establishes requirements for final cover, leak Applicable to design of landfill cover and Wastes, liquids, soll gas, Through design of cover, control,
Maintenance requiremernts for detection, cover repair, hydraulic conductivity, control systems, and to O&M. groundwater. and O&M addressing these tems.
Disposa! Site and Landfills leachate and gas control, leachate removal,
27 CCR §21090 . ponding prevention, drainage and run-off control,
cover surveys, grading; establishes postctosure
duties, including inonttoring of groundwater and
surface water,
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REQUIREMENT AND CITATION

score(!)

COMMENT(2)

| APPLICABLE MEDIA

ACTION TO BE TAKEN TO
ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

ACTION SPECIFIC « WATER QUALITY i

Water Qualty Monitoring
Requirements for

Permitted Facilnies, 22 CCR,
§666264.95, 66264.97, 66264.98,
66264.99 ‘

Establishes reqliirements, including point-of-
compliance boundary, fot groundwater monitoring
for landtifls, suriace impoundments, waste piles,
and land treatment units to attain compliance with
water quality prgtecﬂon standards,

Relevant and Appropriate to the
groundwater monitoring effort for wastes loft
that in place or derived {rom waste in place,

Wastés, groundwater,

| Aiddressed through postclosure

groundwater monitoring (sampling
and analysis) program, Including
Identification of points of
compliance, monitoring period,
monitoring requirements, detection
evaluation,

Groundwater Monitoring,
27 CCR §§20405, 20415-20430

£ stablishes general requirements for water quality
monitoring system, including background
monitoring, for groundwater, surface watet, and
vadose zone.

1
f
!

Relevant and Appropriate (0 postclosure
monitoring of groundwater and vadose 20ne,

Groirciwater.

Addressed through development
and implementation of a
groundwater and vadose zone
monitoring program.

Portet-Cologne Water Quaiity
Control Act, Cal. Water Code
§§13000, 12140, 13240; State
Water Resources Control Board
Resolution No. 88-63, “Sources of
Drinking Water Policy’; L«
Angeles AWQCSH Resoluvon 89-03
{adopting Resolution 88.63 into
Basin Plan)

E stabiishes that vintualty ah groundwater and
suriace waters are considered suitable, or
potentially suttabie, for municipal or dornestic
water supply.

Applicable to determining beneficial uses for
waters affected by waste discharges, -
Groundwater at the She Is considered a
source of drinking water,

Grout}dwater.

Addressed through development
and implementation of a
groundwater and vadose zone
maonitoring program.,

Alr Resources Act

Heahh & Safety Code/ Title 17, Div. 26, Part til, §39000, et seq/ South Coast Air Quality Management District Rules

Visible Emissions, SCAOMD
Rule 401

Prohibits discharge of air contaminants based on
*darkness in shade,” measured by the Ringleman
chan. .

Applicable 1o driliing, excavation, cap,
treatment systems, construction, and exhaust
from construction equipment and asphatt
equipment,

Solls, wastes, cap, and
construction equipment
emissions,

Addressed through employment of
dust controt measures during
drilting, excavation, earth moving,
and placement of final soll cover,
and through controf of construction
equipment exhaust and treatment
systems emissions.

ACTION SPECIFIC - AIR QUALITY

Nuisance, SCAQMD Rute 402 .

Prohibits discharge of air contaminants or other
materiats that cause Injury, detiment, nuisance, or
annoyance, which endanger comfont, repose,
heatlth or safety, or which cause ot may cause
injury or damage 1o business or propeny.

Applicabla to drilling, excavation, cap,
treatment systems, construction, and exhaust
from construction equipment and asphatt
equipment.

Solls, wastes, cap, and
construction equipment
emissions,

Addressed through employmem of
dust control measures during
drilling, excavation, earth moving,
and placement of final soll cover,
and through control of construction
equipment exhaust and treatment
systems emissions.
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TABLE 12
(Copﬂnued)

Page 9 of 10

AEQUIREMENT AND CITATION

1
y scope(*)

COMMENT(2)

ACTION TO BE TAKEN TO
ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

Fugitive Dust, SCAQMO Rute 403

Limits onsite a&ﬁvﬂin 30 that the concentration of
fugitive dust at the property line will not be visibte.
RAequires use of best available control measures 10
minimize tugitive dust emiasions.

Applicable to drilling, excavation, cap,
construction, and exhaust from construction
equipment and asphatt equipment.

l}ddressed through employment of
dust control measures during
excavation, earth moving, and -
placement of final soil cover.

Panticuiate Matter (Concentration),
SCAQMD Rule 404

Prohibits dischaige of particulate matter exceeding
specihied concehtrations. Prohibits discharge of
gas above concintration limits.

2

Applicable to excavation of scils and
wastes, drilling, construction.

Addressed through employment of
dust control measures during
excavation, earth moving, and
placement of final soil cover and
during dritling and construction.

5075 Particulate Manter, SCAOMD ‘
Rute 405

Prohibas discharge of sold particulate matier
exceeding spediied weights and rates
]

1i‘,
t

-Appllcable to excavation of soils and
wastes, drilling, construction,

If necessary, addressed through
employment of control meastres
during excavation, earth moving,
and placement of final solil cover
and during drilling and
construction.

Lausd and Gaseous A
Cormtamenanty. SCAOMD Piue 407

Circumvention. SCAQMD Aule 408

Limadg carbon monomde emissions from equipment
10 2 000 pans per mihon (ppm) by volume and
suftut dronde ernissions trom equipment to 500
ppm by volume. both averaged over 15 mmnutes

Applicabte to operation and maintenance of

tandlili gas treatment system,

Soll (jas, treatment
equipiment.
[

-
! K:‘ 4

i

it necessary, addressed through
calculations of emissions
quantities and compatrison of
quantities with standards. Al
emissions equipment will be
necessary if exceedances are
predicted.

Restncts the conceating of air emissions without
accomptishing a reduction in total emission of air
contarnination.

Applicable 10 operations and maintenance
of landtilt gas treatment unit and other
equipment.

Soll gas, equipment.

Hf necessary, addressed through
use of appropriate equipment that
minimizes air emissions.

Combustion, SCAQMD Rule 409

Limns dlscharge':‘)?combusnon contaminants’
tesutting from fuel burning; does not apply to
emissions from Internal combustion engines.

Applicable to any fuel buming activities
other than those from internat combustion
engines.

Equipment and treatment
systems,

It necessary, addressed through
use of appropriate equipment that
minimizes air emissions from any
fuel burning.

Disposat of Solid and Liquid Waste,
SCAQMD RAule 473

Imposes restrictions on emissions from the
burning of combustible refuse.

Applicable to any burhing of combustible
tefuse.

Treatment systems and
equipment,

If necessary, addtessed through
usse of appropriate equipment that
minimizes air emissgions from any
buming of combustible refuse.

Emulsitied Asphatt, SCAQMD
Regulation 1108.1

Prohibits sale or use of emulsiiied asphatt
exceeding specified limits,

Applicable 1o use of asphatt in the
construction and maintenance of the cover,

Asphatt cover.

it necessary, through placement of
cover using materials as specified.

Excavation of Landfill Site,
SCAQMD Regulation 1150

Requires planning, including mitigation measures,
to prevent public nuisance.

Substantive fequirements are Relevant and
Approprinte to any excavation,

Solls, wastes.

i necessary, addressed through
planning far and use of
appropriate control measures and
equipment that minimizes alr
emissions.
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" COMMENT(2)

b gk
APPLICABLE MEDIA

ACTION TO BE TAKEN TO
ATTAIN REQUIREMENT

vOC Emissions from
Decontamination of Soit,
SCAQMO Fule 11686,

imposes requirefiients for emissions from soils
comaminated with VOCs at levels of 50 ppm of
greater, which are being remediated of
encapsulated. If soils are being treated, requires
coltection of VOG3 or equivatent VOC- -
conaminated sdj). measure. Prohibits spreading of
VOG-contaminated soil tesuting In uncontrolled
evapotation of VOCs 1o the atmosphere.

Substantive requirements are potentially
Applicable to any excavation of soils and
wastes.

Sollg‘and wastes.

1 necessary, through control of

. emissions {rom excavated solls

and wastes.

Abbreviatons Lsed In tha Tatie i

ccn e Camora Code of Reguistigns

CENCLA « Comprehensive £ nvwormental Rlusponse,

CFA - Cone of § edersl Reguaahons

€PA e Unted States £ rveonvmental Protecthon Agency
NCH " Natonal Corngency Man

NSPSe - New Source Pedormance Standards

NCARA e Resource Comervation end Recovery Act as amended
AWOCE o Regonal Water Quany Cortrol Boars

SCAOMD « S0 *h Coast An Oueity Management Drsinct

usc e Unded.States Code

(a4 ] . Potychionnated Biphenyts

PR e Pretvrnary Remedciation Goat

[ o] . parts per mition

1) Forconcenranon hmits stat

(2} Only the substantive,

Compensation, and Liabitity Act, as amended

ed in Chapter 3 0 of the May 2001 Supplemental Feasibility Study.
and not the administrative, tequirements of the identified taws and f

eguiations are Appticable or Relevant and Appropriate.
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Responsiveness Summary

Part Ill - RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
Waste Disposal, Inc. Superfund Site
Amended Record of Decision

~= Qverview

&= EPA's revised remedy for the Waste Disposal, Inc. (WDI) Superfund site involves
s construction of containment systems designed to minimize the potential for exposure to
m@t@%@%mxnants Because the WDI site contains significant buried waste,

=== Pielsfoiipwingitsepolicy ferusing containment as the presumptive remedy for fandfills. -
Accordingly, EPA will require installation of capping systems, environmental control

- w2 . systems for soil gas and liquids, and monitoring systems to contain waste in place and -
e ensure long-term protectiveness of human health and the environment. ‘ g

The remedy involves the construction of a variety of engineered capping systems, gas =
collection and control systems, liquids collection systems, and groundwater monitoring
systems. The capping systems include a RCRA-equivalent layered soil and membrane
cap over the reservoir area in the center of the site, and engineered capping systems (a
‘graded soil cap, graded soil and asphalt cap, and graded soil and concrete cap) over
various portions of the site outside the reservoir area. Engineering controls, such as
sealing concrete floor slabs and installing ventilation systems and vapor barriers to
prevent the intrusion of landfill gas into buildings, will be installed at existing structures.

In addition, demolition and permanent and/or temporary relocation of some existing =
structures and facilities may be conducted as necessary for structures where itis not
technically feasible to install engineering controis. The remedy also includes
implementation of institutional controls (legal and administrative restrictions) to control
future land use and protect the integrity of the remedy. Long term operations,
maintenance and performance monitoring will be conducted to ensure that the remedy

is functioning as intended.

: The revised remedy differs from the original remedy that was selected in the 1993
- wmmemRe card-of Becision{ROD) in that the revised capping systems cover a significantly- = - s
~ greater area than was included in the original remedy. The revised remedy does not
include extensive excavation and reconsolidation of waste and contaminated soil as
was included in the original remedy. The revised remedy also includes long term soil
gas and in-business air monitoring to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy.
Groundwater monitoring - not included in the original 1993 ROD -- has also been
added to the revised remedy to monitor remedy effectiveness and to detect potential
changes in site hydrologic conditions or i...pacts to groundwater.

AROD_061402wpd.wpd : ~ - Pagelil -
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Responsiveness Summary

EPA received comments on the Proposed Plan for the Waste Disposal, Inc. remedy at
the public hearing on Thursday, June 14, 2001, at South Whittier Intermediate School.
Appendix 1 contains a copy of the transcript for this public hearing. EPA also received
several comments through written correspondence and e-mail (see Appendix 2). ThlS
sect:on summarizes those comments and presents EPA’s responses.

Summary of Alternatives _ _

EPA evaluated five alternatives in detail for addressing the contamination at the Waste
Disposal, Inc. site, including a no-action altemative. These alternatives were describsd-

<o == mimdetailin the Supplemental Feasibility Study (SFS) that was.completed in May 2001 -
- - gnothe Proposed Plan that was presented in June 2001. The alternatives are aiss -

described in this Amended Record of Decision. With the exception of the No Furthar
Action alternative, all the alternatives propose building a RCRA-equivalent multi-layer
landfill cap over the central waste reservoir (in Area 2) and placing engineered capping
systems, including graded soil, asphalt, and/or concrete, over the buried waste nutside
of the reservoir (in Area 2). All of these alternatives also include:

extraction of leachate and free liquids from beneath the cap in the reservoir area;
extraction and treatment of soil vapor from beneath the capping systems;
installation of engineering controls to prevent entry of soil vapor into buildings;
groundwater monitoring to detect any contamination from the site; '
institutional controls to prevent future land uses or activities that might comsmmzse
the remedy and to ensure access for ongoing operations and maintenance (O&M);

long term O&M.

s o o o o

[ ]

The alternatives differ primarily in the amount of waste outside of the central reservoir
(in Area 2) that wouid be excavated and consolidated within the reservoir before
capping. Alternatives 2 and 3 rely upon containment with no significant excavation or
reconsolidation of waste. Alternatives 4 and 5 include partial and extensive excavation
and reconsolidation of waste, respectively. While Altematives 2 through 5 anticipate
and would allow for future site redevelopment consistent with the remedy and use
restrictions, Alternative 3 explicitly included redevelopment with remediation as a single
combined process that involved removing most or all buildings on the site prior to
capping as an integral part of the City of Santa Fe Springs' redevelopment of the site.
However, Alternative 3 would involve significant delays in the implementation of the
environmental remedy to allow for the redevelopment planning process.

EPA's preferred alternative (Alternative 2), includes the broadest application of capping
and the least excavation of wastes of the four active proposals. This alternative -
prevents contaminants from the buried waste from coming into contact with people
through soil, air, or groundwater over the long term. At the same time, it minimizes the

ARQOD_061402wpd.wpd : v Pageilt - 2
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Responsiveness Summary

risk to cleanup workers and nearby occupants from waste disturbed and transported
during cleanup. The revised remedy also anticipates future land uses for the site. The
City of Santa Fe Springs is interested in the future redevelopment of the site for
industrial land uses. The revised remedy will be designed so as not to preclude future
redeveiwment by others once development plans have been finalized. Although the’
selectesEaiternative does not directly include site redevelopment, it is generally
compﬁﬁ with the City of Santa Fe Springs’ goals for future redevelopment whlle
accazssting for the uncertain development timetable.

Sugmort Agency Comments

= =Nazomrents were received.

Hiaiory of Community involvement at WDI | _

. -#5PA placed the WDI site on the National Priorities List (NPL) of Superfund sites in July
- #987. EPA involved the community throughout its subsequent investigation process,

which culminated in the original Record of Decision in 1993. EPA received additional
input from community members, including the Protect Our Neighborhood Committee

=.{PONC) during the design process that began in 1994. The community’s input has
== been useful to EPA in guiding investigation and design processes. EPA has also
~&=urovided support to PONE through the Technical Outreach Services for Communities
=—{TOSC) program to enhance communications with the community and to provide the

community with additional technical support services.

In conjunction with input from the community, EPA and potentially responsible parties
undertook additional investigations at the Site after 1994, which ultimately revealed the
need for this revised remedy. The revised remedy will more effectively address buried
wastes, soil gas, liquids, and groundwater at the Site. The results of the additional
investigations and the alternatives considered by EPA for the revised remedy are set
out in the Administrative Record for the Site and in the Supplemental Feasibility Study
(SFS) and the Proposed Plan (both of which are included in the Administrative Record).
_.During the entire process, EPA has issued fact sheets to the community and conducted
public meetings with local residents, business owners, and tenants, and the nearby .
high school staff to both inform the community of new developments and to solicit.

. community input. EPA held a formal public comment period on the Proposed Plan for

the revised remedy on June 1, 2001. EPA received one e-mail and two comment
letters during this comment period. EPA also held a public hearing on June 14, 2001 in
Santa Fe Springs to present the Proposed Plan and to receive comments from the
community and any interested parties.

AROD_061402wpd.wpd . ‘ Pagelil - 3
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Summary of Comments Received and Agency Responses
Comments from the June 14 public hearing

General comments. Two commumty members made generally supportive comments
fegardmg EPA staff. ,

HEPA Resgonse EPA thanks the community for their interest and active part|Clpat|on in
Zsthe investigation of the WD site and looks fo:ward to working with you as we implement

= r:the cleanup

"':Editoria%c&mments:vn*the Proposed Plan fact she:t. One person commented that

the fact sheet referred to a “Figure 4," which was not in the fact sheet.

EPA Response: EPA acknowledges that the reference should have been to “Figure 2"
and apologizes for the oversight. The commentor did not indicate any difficuity in

understanding the Proposed Plan, and EPA believes that the error does not materially
affect understanding of the Proposed Plan. '

Duration of Waste Dumping. One participant commented that the Proposed Plan fact
sheet did not mention that dumping on the site continued after the county permxt
expired in 1964.

EPA Response: Although the Proposed Plan does not mention it, the Amended Record
of Decision {p. 1I-5) recognizes that “most, but not all, disposal activities appeared to
have ceased” by 1964. This Amended ROD further states that some disposal activities
may have continued until 1966 as the site was being graded. '

Redevelopment. Some participants expressed interest in the City of Santa Fe Springs’
redevelopment effort and its relationship to the cleanup.

EPA Response: As previously stated, the City of Santa Fe Springs has expressed an
interest in redeveloping the site for centain industrial use at some point in the future.
Specific plans for redevelopment have not been finalized, however. The City applied
for and received a grant from EPA under the Superfund Redevelopment Initiative (SRI)
to assist in the preparation of redevelopment plans for the WDI site. The grant is being
used to fund a public process to evaluate the future land uses for the site. The City is
currently developing a specific use plan that will serve as a blueprint for future site
redevelopment. The City's redevelopment plan and EPA's environmental remediation
plan are the results of two separate processes. However, the two planning processes
and related design activities are interrelated. EPA's remedial response action will be
implemented as soon as possible according to this Amended Record of Decision and

ARDOD_061402wpd.wpd i Page Hli-4
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Responsiveness Summary

supporting decision and design documents. Redevelopment may be undertaken at
some point in the future by other parties following completion of the City’s master
redevelopment plan (specific use plan) and the selection of a developer by the City.

EPA’s site remediation plan, as presented in the Amended ROD and:subsequent

- decision and design documents, will place limits on the siting of newsbuildings and other
uses of the land in order to maintain the integrity of the remedy. Residential
redevelopment will be prohibited under the institutional controls that®are included as

. part of the revised remedy. The institutional controls will also plagesrestrictions on the
types of construction and operational activities that can be conduefed on the site once
the capping work has been completed. The revised reuad;:hommﬂ be designed

imurm extent

practicable while ensuring protection of human health-and the emvironment. The City’s

redevelopment plan will determine the specifics of the ultimateé &se of the WDI site,

including the architecture and aesthetics of the buildings and=grounds and the flow of

traffic into and out of the site.

Extent and Timing of Building Removal, Cleanup, and Redevelopment. Several
owners of smaller parcels on the edges of the site and business owners who are
tenants at these properties requested clarification on the extent and timing of the
cleanup and possible building removal and on the timing af:redevelopment, since it
affects their businesses or their tenants” businesses. Onedstisiness owner inquired
about compensation for relocation, and one community gesident expressed interest in
the fairness of compensation for businesses. One property-owner inquired about the
effects ot the cleanup on transfer of the property.

EPA Response:

As stated, the selected remedy (Alternative 2) involves implementation of a
containment remedy intended to prevent exposure to buried waste, contaminated soil,
and soil gas. Recognizing the City's desire to redevelop the site, the containment
facilities, systems, and operations will be designed to-accommodate future
redevelopment by other parties to the maximum extent practicable while not
compromising EPA's mission of protecting human heaithand-the-environment. EPA
seeks to implement the remedy as soon as possible, but recognizes that site
redevelopment my be undertaken at a future date by other parties.

EPA anticipates that the permanent and/or temporary relocation of some existing
structures may be necessary for implementation of the selected remedial action. This
could include demolition of some existing structures or facilities to allow for installiation
of the cap and monitoring systems or for otructures where it may be technically
infeasible to install appropriate environmental engineering control systems.

'AROD_061402wpd.wpd S ' Page il - 5
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The revised remedy includes installation of engineering controls in existing structures
that are located over waste or where the potential to exposure is considered to be the
greatest. Engineering controls may include ventilation systems, concrete siabs,
concrete slab crack sealing, vapor barriers, ventilation trenches along foundation siabs,
positive pressuresisating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) systems, and )
environmental memitoring systems. Insome of the existing structures, however, it may
be technically infeasible to effectively install engineering controls in @ manner that
would ensure gzatectiveness of human health and the environment. For those
structures whems=ihe installation of engineering controls is technically infeasible,
demolition otsthesstructures will likely be required. Selection of specific structures that
will require-demeiition willsse-datermined during the remedial design process.

;e
Criteria ford@armining which structures may require demolition include:

¢ Structures-that are located over waste or contaminated sail

e Structares that might be susceptible to build-up of soil gas emissions

Structmres with concrete foundation slabs that are severely cracked or damaged

« Structures when the design precludes retrofitting to install engineering controls

e Structures with internal equipment that precludes installation of engineering controls
* Structures that would preclude or interfere with construction or O&M of the remedy.

In addition; depending on the conditions of specific structures and the nature of the

necessary engineering controls, it may be necessary to allow access for remedial site
workers, temporarily shut down business operations, and/or relocate a business to
another temporary or permanent location. Final determinations on such structures will
be made during the remedial design process. In all situations where a business or
structure will be physically impacted by the remedial action, whether temporary or

- permanent, EPA will try to minimize disruption to operating businesses and provide
notice as far in advance as possible of any unavoidable effects on business ‘
infrastructure and operations.

As mentioned previously, EPA's selected cleanup strategy and the City's
redevelopment program are two separate processes that will be undertaken by different

~ealittes=ERAsfirgtpriorlysis torimplement an effective remedial action for the WDI site
that is protective of human health and the environment. The revised remedy, however,
will be designed so as to be compatible with future redevelopment to the maximum
extent practicable. Any decisions by the City to demolish or remove buildings at the site
for future redevelopment purposes are separate and distinct from the remedial action
and are not included in this Amended Recorded of Decision.

The revised remedy also includes implen. 2ntation of institutional controls on all
properties at the site. These inciude access easements and environmental restrictions

AROD_061402wpd.wpd \ 4 | Page il -6
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to be recorded for each property, so that they are binding on future owners (see Section
L of the Amended Record of Decision). As described in Section L of this Amended
ROD, certain activities will be prohibited or restricted subject to approval by EPA, in
order to prevent construction or facility operational activities that might interfere with the
capping or environmental monitoring and control systems. Exceptions may be made to -
these restrictions, subject to EPA's prior approval.

Alternative Selection. Several meeting particigasts requested clarification of the
process, timing, and rationale for the final choice=af cleanup plan.

EPA Response: The Waste Disposal, lnczAmendettRacordof- Becision; of which this
Responsiveness Summary is a part, memorializessEPA’s final decisionon the cleanup

~ plan for the WDI site. As stated in the Proposext-Plan for the site, EPA selected .
Alternative 2, which caps the waste at the sifeswith minimal excavation and disturbance
of the waste. EPA chose this alternative because it isolates the waste over the long-

~ term while minimizing exposure to the wastg during the short-term, while the cap and
other components are under construction. '

EPA’s revised selected remedy includes a cap over the reservoir (in Area 2) similar to
the cap specified in the original Record of Decision. However, due to additional
investigation, EPA now has much more gxtensive information on the type, amount, and
location of all wastes at the site. As a reswit; this Amended Record of Decision calls for
capping a larger area than was includedsa.the original ROD with less excavation and
on-site consolidation of waste.

During preparation of the Supplemental Feasibility Study, before EPA developed the
Proposed Plan, EPA eliminated alternatives that included excavation of all wastes and
disposal at an off-site location. EPA rejected these alternatives because of the
prohibitive cost, the significant exposure to workers and nearby residents during the
cleanup, and the lack of any off-site disposal location that would have guaranteed
better long-term environmental protection than the current location of the wastes.
Containment is EPA's presumptive remedy for landfills. EPA’s selected remedy
specifies that all remedial controls at the site will be monitored for as long as necessary
" to ensure that on-site workers and-reighbors-areTiot exposed to the wastes.

Protectiveness of the Remedy. One meeting participant asked for more specifics on
how the preferred remedy would meet the remedial action objectives in the Proposed
Plan.

EPA Response: EPA's objectives for the actions specified in the Amended Record of
Decision, and the components of the ren..dy designed to meet those objectives are
listed below. :

AROD_061402wpd.wpd ‘ Pagelil -7
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1. Protect human health and the environment by preventing exposure to buried
wastes and contaminated soils. EPA’s selected remedy will place engineered
capping systems over buried wastes and contaminated soil. The caps will take the
forms of (1) a specially designed multi-layered soil and membrane landfill cap over
the most concentrated-waste area, and (2) engineered capping systems with layers
of pavement, cleamssoil, or.concrete slab foundations over other areas of buried
wastes. Enviromseral systems will be installed to extract liquids and to extract and
treat soil gas thatawray accumutate underground beneath the capping systems.
Monitoring systeims will be installed to ensure the effective functioning of the
capplng system*ﬁestnctions on future uses and activities on the properties at the

ceE e-2ap S Resudentxal or similar uses of the property

‘will not be permntted

2.. Protect cutfé’ai and future on-site and off-site receptors from exposure to soil
gases. EP&'sselected remedy specifies systems to extract, collect, and remove
soil gas freen the reservoir area so that it does not escape’into the open air, and
systems tesmonitor soil gas at the perimeter of the site and prevent it from migrating
off the site =it also specifies engineering controls, such as floor sealants and
building venting systems, to prevent gases from collecting inside buildings.

3. Preventsuman exposure, including direct contact, consumption, and other
uses, tossite liquids exceeding state and federal standards. EPA'’s selected
- remed¥réreludes a system to extract, collect, and safely dispose of liquids
percolating through the caps or collecting in the reservoir (in Area 2).

4. Prevent contribution of site liquids to exceedances of state and federal
groundwater standards. EPA's selected remedy specifies long-term monitoring ot
groundwater beneath the site to ensure that the site is not contaminating the
groundwater. Groundwater monitoring plans will be prepared that detail methods
and frequency for the collection and analysis of groundwater.

5. Prevent exposure to groundwater that exceeds state and federal standards. in
addition to 4 above, institutional controls on the properties at the site will prohibit the
construction or use of groundwater production wells and prevent exposure to
contaminated groundwater.

Engineering Controls for Soll Gas. The participants expressed some interest in how
the “engineering controls™ on the buildings 1o prevent soil gas buzldup would work and
for what buildings they might not work.

EPA Response: “Engineenng controls™ 15 a genernc term for any physical modifications
or additions to a building for the purpose of minimizing exposure to contaminants. As
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the design of the remedy progresses, EPA will examine a variety of options for
preventing exposure to soil gas in buildings, including sealing all cracks in the
foundations and installing active ventilation systems, either around the perimeter of the
building or inside the building, to exhaust and replenish the air. If EPA determines that
engineering controls are impracticable at certain buildings; those buildings may need to

be removed and replaced with a suitable engineered zsmer to minimize exposure to soil -

gas, as discussed previously.

Safety During the Cleanup Process. Several comments requested clarification on the
technology used in the process of installing the rega; components to protect the
occupants of nearby homes and of thezadjzcent schestfrom.expasure to-dust or other
contaminated media during the constructzon ot the remedy.

EPA Response: EPA chose Alternative 2 as itssalected remedy partly because it
minimizes the disturbance of buried waste. Throughout the construction process,
workers will be obligated to follow strict health.Aand safety requirements and protocols
that address construction safety practnces andguse of personal protective equipment.
Many of these procedures are specified in federal and state regulations, while others
will be developed specifically for use on this site. As part of the design process, the
designers will be required to prepare a health.and safety plan that details procedures to
ensure the safety of site workers, site occupants, and nearby residents.

During any activity that disturbs the soil caxas.and possibly the buried waste at the site,
EPA will require the construction contractor to follow procedures and use techniques
that minimize airborne dust. These technigmes may include spraying the site with
water or foam during the work, or tenting the site and actively capturing and removing
dust from the air before exhausting it, although this is unlikely to be necessary.
Workers actively engaged in construction that disturbs the soil or buried waste on the
site will wear protective clothing and breathe filtered or bottled air if necessary. These
precautions are necessary only for those.who work fong hours in direct contact with
contamination. They will not be necessary for people beyond the boundaries of the
site. EPA will also monitor the air at the edges of the site to ensure that no airborne
contaminants escape the boundaries.

Long-term Monitoring. Several comments requested clarification on which
contaminants in soil would be monitored and on how long monitoring of soil gas,
groundwater, and institutional controls would continue, and who would be responsibie
for the monitoring.

EPA Response:

The revised remedy includes numerous requirements for long term operations,

AROD_061402wpd.wpd Pagelli - 9
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maintenance, and monitoring for the WDI site. Operations and maintenance will
include routine inspection, maintenance, and repair activities designed to ensure the
effective long term operation of the capping systems and environmental monitoring and
control systems. The remedy.also includes numerous activities that are designed to
monitor the effectiveness oftttre-remedy and to ensure compliance with regulations and
performance standards. Asspart of the design process, monitoring plans will be
prepared that detail procedares for the collection and analysis of groundwater, soil gas,
and indoor air. The purpsse=of the monitoring programs is to provide early detection of
any indication that the remdy maght not be functioning as designed. Monitoring is also
intended to.detect any@anges in site conditions. The monitoring programs will be
developed to moritor chietsica lssufz@eems—_ée%s) that have been specified in the
Amended Fféébfd:nf*ﬁeczsma*?‘ 3 i sof the sampling and anaiytical
procedures will be desesibed in various site momtormg plans, including groundwater
monitoring plans, sott¥apor monitoring plans, indoor air monitoring plans, and
associated quality assurance/quality control plans. These plans also describe the

- frequency of samplecollection and reporting. EPA will provide technical review and
oversight for all mazioring activities. In addition, EPA will conduct a review of the
continued protectiveness of the remedy every five years, and ensure correction of any
deficiencies discovered.

-a:’!!x'

Ongoing communication. Several pamcxpants commented that they would like to
ensure that EPAxéeords all pertinent site information in writing and that EPA continues
to notify them okthe results of long-term monitoring, possibly through the internet but
preferably through direct written communication.

EPA Response: EPA will maintain communications with the community throughout the
cleanup process, including post-construction monitoring. EPA will place monitoring
results in the information repositories for the site and on the internet as far as
technology and resources allow. EPA will at times notify interested parties when new
information is available and provide the information directly as much as practicable.

Cost. One comment requested clarification on what the cost estimates in the Proposed
Plan covered.

EPA Response: For comparison purposes, the cost estimates for each alternative
include the capital cost of constructing the remedy and operating, maintaining, and
monitoring it for 30 years. Operations, maintenance, and monitoring costs would
continue after 30 years for as long as those activities are necessary. These cost
estimates reflect preliminary costs, and the actual cost of the selected remedy may vary
as additional information becomes available dunng the remedsal design process.

Health effects. One commentor inquired about whether any deadly health effects
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would be likely from childhood contact with site contaminants.

EPA Response: EPA has no evidence to show that deadly heaith effects are a !ukely
result of childhood contact with site contaminants at WDI.

- Comments from St. Paul High School letter of iiune 22, 2001

Remuneration. In a letter of June 22, 2001, commentingzan the upcoming Amended
‘Record of Decision, St. Paul High School requested thatthe document note its request
for remuneration. The school seeks compensation forrevenue reportedly lost due to

several effects resulting from proximity to the site, including:
e adecline in enroliment resultlng from niegative-publicity-onrand parents fears of Ihe

Superfund site,
« increased costs for rodent and weed control on the=school's playing fields, and

* expenses related to not using reclalmed water for irrigation.

EPA Response:

EPA notes the comment and appreciates St. Paul's interest in the Site. EPA is unable
to provide remuneration to the school under CERGLA as requested as part of the
Amended Record of Decision because such remerneration is not part of the revised

- remedy for the site and is outside the scope and-authority of this Amended ROD.

Line-of-sight barrier. St. Paul's letter also requests that the Amended Record of
Decision specify as part of the remedy a “barrier which eliminates the possibility of a
‘direct line of sight’ over the school, fields, and parking lot.” (Request repeated in St.
Paul's letter of December 20, 2001, to Russell Mechem)

EPA Response: The Amended Record of Decision includes this component for the
construction of a line-of-sight barrier. The details for the configuration of the barrier will
be developed during the design phase for the remedial action. In light of the plans for
future redevelopment of the site, the barrier may initially be designed as an interim
feature that would be replaced during the later redevelopment process with a barrier
that would be aesthetically compatible with thé redevelopment.

Comments from Johnson & Tekosky LLP letter of July 2, 2001

Representatives of the owners of parcels and 3 and 24 on the site submitted two
comments via letter.
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One comment states that soil borings show no waste under parcel 3 and therefore no
cap.or other remediation is necessary for that part of the site. The other comment
states that the data do not show constituents of concern in amounts significant enough
to determine that waste materials underlie Parcel 24, and thus capping or other
remedial measures for this pareel are not warranted.

EPA Response:

EPA has determined tha@e installation of engineered capping systems will be
‘necessary for parcels’ #3‘311&#24 ﬂﬁhe_saumwestem portion of the site. The
Supplemental-Fgast ; -Afiended-R&eard of Decision include maps that
delineate the boundanmf waste at the site based on the most recent soil and waste
~ characterization activities. The maps can be found as Figure 2.3 of the Supplemental
Feasibility Study andFigure 4 of the Amended ROD. As portrayed in these maps,
waste underlies Parcet24 and approximately the northern half of Parcel 3. The
~ commentor appears¥& have extracted information from two provisional summary
documents (Parcel Packages) that contained preliminary information from earlier site
investigations and that have been superseded by the Supplemental Feasibility Study
and Amended ROD.

The selected remedy addresses the containment of buried waste and contaminated
soils in accordance with EPA's policy of using containment as the presumptive remedy
for landfills. The presumptive remedy uses the capping of waste and contaminated soil
in order to:- (1) psavent direct contact with buried waste and contaminated soil; (2)
prevent infiltration of rainwater that can mix with waste and eventually percolate
downward into groundwater; and (3) prevent exposure to soil gas. The containment
system will include liquids extraction and soil gas collection and treatment to
supplement the~construction of capping systems. Additional technical information on '
the delineation of waste boundaries and anticipated locations for capping systems can
be found in the Supplemental Feasibility Study that is included in the Administrative
Record. The exact boundaries of the capping systems will be determined during the
remedial design process, but EPA anticipates that the cap boundaries will cover a
somewhattargerareatarincexacewastesbourdaries in-order to provide effective
containment of waste, liquids, and soil gas and to prevent infiltration of rainwater.

Comments from John Jaeger via e-mail of June 16, 2001

Productive reuse. Mr. Jaeger recommends redevelopment of the WD site to retumn
the property to productive use. :

AROD_061402wpd.wpd Page il - 12

216



Responsiveness Summary

EPA Response: The City of Santa Fe Springs has designated the site a redevelopment -
area and is currently conducting a public process under a grant from EPA to determine
-the best future use of the site. The City is in the process of preparing a specific use
plan that will serve as the blueprint for the future redevelopment of the WDI site. EPA’s
revised remedy does anticipate that redevelopment will occur at some point in the
future after site remediation. The remedy will be designed to accommaodate future
redevelopment to the extent that EPA’s goal of protecting human healtfand the
environment is not compromised. However, site remediation and redessiopment will
involve separate, though interrelated, processes that will be undertakefi-by different
entities.. Under its mission as an environmental regulatory agencyﬁ@ﬂ is precluded

" from taking a lead role in redevelopment activities.

/  Toxicity and risk. Mr. Jaeger asserts that, once remediated, the site-will pose no
human health risks.

_ EPA Response: EPA has selected a remedy that will protect human health and the
environment. However, this revised remedy includes restrictionssthat prohibit the use of
the site for residential or similar purposes in order to minimize pttential exposure to
wastes that remain on the site.

Revised Remedy’s Changes to the Proposed Remedy due to Public
Comment

In response to comments from community members who were concerned about
impacts to nearby landowners, EPA will include mitigation for visual and noise impacts
to nearby landowners and tenants. This mitigation will include construction of a
physical direct-line-of-sight barrier along the northern boundary of the site to reduce
adverse visual and noise impacts, control drainage, and contro! site access.
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SANTA FE SPRINGS, CALIFORNIA
THURSDAY, JUNE 14, 2001

7:17 P.M.

;f;;_;;gﬁmw%MR;MEQDGE: Welcomé. Thank you all for

coming. I éhink we are réady to start the
proceedingg tonight.

This is the public hearing on the proposed
plan, currént prdposed plan fér cleaning up the
waste disposal incorporated superfund site, so thank
yoﬁ all for your interest in coming out tonight.
It‘s a hot night, and it‘'s great to see you here.

I'm the community involved coordinator for
this site for the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. My role here tonight is to, basically, keep
the meeting rolling and to facilitate the meeting.

We will give a short presentation tonight,

here tonight 1s to take your commentsqon the plan

that we are proposing for cleaning ﬁp-this site.
So. again, let me mention that there is a

sign-up sheet for peop;e that knéw they want to

comment. 1If you wouldn‘'t mind signing up on that
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sheet, that would help us organize the comments
later. If no cone wants to sign up in advance,
during the public hearing part of the meeting
tonight, if people would sign up and speak in any
order that you wish. And if you like, during that ="

part of the presentation of the meeting tonight, we

that would be more helpful in making your comments
to us. So we are flexible.

I will mention we have~copies of the
proposed plan on the table. If you didn't receive
one in the mail and you would like to take a look at
it, they are over here. We also have copies of the
slides that we will be using tonight for your
presentation, .if you would like to follow along on
paper. |

If you didn't sign in the multiple sign-in
sheets, we would really like to have your name énd

"other contact i1nformation on the sign-in sheet. For

1 one thing., 31t will help our reporter to-make sure

that she has your names co:recﬁ.

Sc. ihxs 1s a public hearing and if
wilii be recorded and we will produce a verbatim
transcript cf the hearing just so you know that's

part of the proceedings here tonight.

...can take questions instead of.-comments. if you-think -
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As far as the agenda goes, this is the
agenda for tonight that we have in mind, anyway.
‘I‘ll intreduce some of the people here ténight just
brieflwmsrand I'l1l do a very short, maybe five
minutseerof presentation on the sﬁpeffund process,
in geas@ral. Some of>you may have heard this

—ianfermaridorn hrfknrg, ~but. I just want to give you some
congte=xt . for what we are proposing to do with this
site and where we are with the process.

T - Then I'11l turn it over to Mérk to give you
a little bit more of a detailed history of this site
and what has gone on at the waste disposal site.
and then Mark will describe the plans that wé looked
z-at before we came up‘with the plan that we proposed.
<iWe will try to keep it short. Like I said, the main
purpose is to take comments from you.

My name, as I'mentioned earlier, I'm Don.
Hodge, and Mark Filippini is the remedial project
manager for the site and he will be doing most of

Lestihactalking here tonight.

Also in the audience we have
represen;éti&es fromwﬁhe State ahd County and the
City of Santa Fe Springs agenciés that have been:
working on the site. |

We also have representatives of the group
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of companies that has been working to investigate
and clean up the sitef And representatives of a
couple of other organizations that we have asked to
work with #ke community and ﬁhe property owners at
the site =& make =sure they have some hélp‘in dealing

with the=f=mifications of the superfund cleanup

.p;ccesg;;fscgﬁiﬁwontt:infxedubéWthem all by name but

the?‘aréihere'and if you hagé specific éuestions, I
will try.to direct you to the specific party. So
please see me if there is a;barticular person you
want to talk to.

Okay. I promised five minutes on the

superfund process, and I'11 try to keep it to that.
PRESENTATION BY MR. HODGE
MR. HODGE: As you may know that Congress

established the Superfund Program about 1980 for the

purpose of helping to clean up the most hazardous

,QabamdaaaémwasgzwsiﬁeSEinﬁthe country and they are

abdut, I would say., roughly three broad phases in
the cleanup of a superfund site.

The first two -~ I am sorry, the first one
and last one I gu~ss are relatively short. I would

call them, the first one, . assessment phase and the
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last one 1s maybe the implementation phase.
And then in between those two we have what
1s usually, generally speaking, the longest phase,

the investigation part of the site, where we try to

‘determine the exact nature of any chemicals of

concern, their extent -- how far they=sspread out at
the site, what pathways,theyimight;takeﬁté;affect
the healtb;of people or thgbenvironment in the area,
so that inVestigation can ﬁake some time. It's a
fairly detailed undertaking, but=we are here at the
waste disposal.site, hopefully reachingvthe énd of
the investigation stage. So it has taken quite a
while to get<there, but we thiank we are in a good
position to move on with the rest of thé site.
So,.looking at this=tiagram behind me, the
site Qas discovered in 1986 and at the end of the
assessment phase, we decided with this site to list
it on the national prioritiés list. And that means

we decided 1t was one of the worst sites in the

" nation that needed the full-superfuand process in

order to deal with it properly.

Then we moved on into 1988, iﬁto the
investigation phase, and went through ;herremedial,
investigation to determine what was out there and

how bad it was through the feasibility study to look

PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE
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at the different ways to clean it»up, and reached
the proposed plan stage, which is basically where we
are tonight.

But we also derived there back in 1983 --

during t .-stage, we had a public meeting, much

“like thisséne, and we received a lot of comment from

folks .at -that-nublic.meeting. And during the months
that fol@¥owed, as we moved on into the remedial
design-phase, that we hadh‘t properly characterized
all the-waste ét the site.

So you see where we took that U-turn back
about 1986 and decided when Andrea Benner became the
new:project manager for the site -- we decided at
that poipt to reopen the inveséigation. Since we
were in the remédial design phase, we called it
remedial design investigation. We actually went
back to do further work on the extent of the
contamination of the'sites, mainly due to the

comments that we were receiving from the public at

..-that time.

So the result of that is -- actuaily, it's
in this large volume that is over here on the table
the supplementary feqéibility study which resulted
in the proposed p'an that we are hefe to discuss

tonight.
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I should mention that all of these stages

‘that we are talking about is documented. Each

milestone generally has a document attached to it
and those documents are available for-. anyone to
review. And all the documen£s assotiated with the
site are in the record center in?ﬁmr;office in San
Francisco.

Also; every important document that we use
to reach oﬁr décision would bewin the administrative
record that‘'s housed here locaddy, so if you want to
review the documents that we produced, they are all
available to you.

So I think that probably brings us pre;ty
much up-to-date and where we ‘are at. Now we are
back at the proposed plan stage. We have an idea of
what wé need to do to clean up the site in the most
safe and effective manner for the community and

everyone affected by the site and so at this point I

think I°'11 let Mark talk about the detail of what we

have done so far and whatiwesprepose to do to clean

‘up the site.

1 pause here briefly to see if there
are any questions about the process so far, the
superfund process 1in general.

I think I kept it to five minutes. I°1l1

) 10
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10
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14

turn it over to Mark.
PRESENTATION BY MR. FILIPPINI

= MR. FILIPPINI: First, I am Mark

Filkppini. I am the,Remedial Project Manager for
~the site; as:Pon.indicated....I've been involved in

the=site for many years. Started assisting Andrea
- Renner several years ago in remedial investigations
r=t-the site. And I think I knoQ most of vyou heré;

I want to thank you for coming out here today.

What I want to do in the next 20 minutes

= Oor sO 1s put together a béckground, the historic

background of the site and then sort of get in

15— and give you some general description of the

16

17

18

19

alternatives that we looked at for remediating the
site and our preferred alternative, what we think is
the bestiway tc go forward that meets the

community's needs and addresses all of the concerns

20 wheowetorespectwto - Tegulatory concerns and the

21

22

23

24

25

community concerns.

111 sort of also explain and get'into why
we selected our alternétive, how it fits in with the
City of Santa Fe 7“prings. They are in the middle of

the master planning process to redevelop the site s©O

11
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I Qill try to sort Qf puil all of those things
together.
This is an aerial view of the site; which
I had. Can you roll it? This=is an aerial video
that was taken several yearssago. As you can see,
the site is located just west-of here. The street
,mxight@dnmn;paxalleigtgfthe;harfzaﬁ7therawisASanta Fe
Spfihgs,—— excuse me, Loss=Mietos Road. Greenleaf
Boulevard is here to the-right. Los Nietos, i am
sorry, is at the bottom==: Santa Fe‘Springs is at the
top. I see some of the general features of the
site. The high school, the residential area, Fedco
property.
Go to the mext..slide. This is a little

bit better detail aerfial photo of the site. Again,

Santa Fe Springs, Greenleaf Avenue. Shown .there is
a green circle in the center of the site. The blue
dash lines is the boundaries. The green circle

represents the approximate location of the former
‘reservoir that .iszthewmsir=feature-sf -the site. It
is a concrete-lined reservoir. It is approximately
20 feet deep in the center and it represents, as I
said, the main feature of the site where disposal
occurred.

That reservoir -- go to the next slide --

12
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tiﬁe, which 1s about 1945, it was converted to oil
storage, product storage into a disposal reservoir
And between
1945, wiEsm-it operated, and the early 1960s, it

=various o0il field waste as well as some

-accept

e il e thershazardsus-waste- because it-was a waste
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faéiléiy.and there was no~iegulation at that time,
scrmaay different types of hazardous maéerials were
bfd&ght to this site.

One of the main‘features tﬁis shows to the
right are some pits. Actually,>Green1eaf Boulevard
i=—not constructed at thié»point.‘ And they aécepted
also -- go to the next slide -- also wastes of
various types, certainly thinner -- you can see the
thinner thicknesses, less ihickdesses than the main
reservoir, but as you can see what arose between the
1940s and 1960s was placement of those wastes in

those pits. And then later development, as we see

ZGﬂéﬁﬁmweafﬁghfﬁcn"%ﬁp?of‘thﬁ%e, and that is sort of the

main»compdnent of the remedy that we have to deal
with going forwérd;

Let's go to the next slide. A This is the
aerial photograph of the site as it generallyi

currently exists. Again, the green outline showing

13
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the approximate location of the concrete-lined
reservoir that 1s now undér anywhere from 5 to
15 feet of soil. And as you can see, one of‘the_
areas that have pits, it was around the == just
about around the entire perimeter of tﬁé&éite where
there was some placement of wastes. Amd-each of
those parcglswwhéxe_manywoiwygﬁahave;businesses-or
are tenants, have some amouné of thiszwaste material
that extends underneath your property .

Let‘s go to the next slidé: This shows
the limits of the waste. It shows:therlimits of
the waste and the dark outline, again the green
outline of the former reservoir;?sAnd as you can
see, it extends under several buirldings of the
properties. This is what, basically, our remedy
will be addressing, the waste not only in the center
part of the reserwvoir, but also the waste that -
extends around the perimeter.

Another driver is soil gas. As these

. wastes decay. they can generatsisoilgases they.

Soil géses are generated beneath the ground and can
migrate some distances from the waste éource. It
can create problems for occupants on the property.
And types of §oi] gas that we found that are out

there are vinyl chloride, methane, benzenes and

14
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several other coﬁponenﬁs that have to be addresséd.
Let;s go to the next one.
What I will be doing here now is going
through your fiwvE=alternatives.
The f£#rst one is easy is because that

is no action.=2fompare all the other active

—.alternatives te—that sozzElternative one is,

basiéally, what risks or what conditions are under
the‘currentfcnnditions an& the other alternatives
are compared:aéainsf that to‘see what improvements
are made based on the elements of the alterhatives,
so I won't be discussing alternative one. It is no
action alternative.
- " What I will do is go through the four

active a&ternacives.

Alternatives two and three are, basicaliy,
capping elements, primary element being the primary
element of the remedy, and elements four and five
involve extensive excavation in and around the

ﬁw_ﬁu@aawite:aﬁdrfspecificaily, in parcels

that were affected by buried waste.

So alternative two, I'll tell you, is our
preferred alternaﬁive. I'm not giving anything
away, and I'll qu‘;kly go through alternative two. .

It consists of an RCRA equivalent cap.

15
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Many of you asked what an RCRA equivalent cap was

and I didn't do a great job of explaining 1t in the

" proposed plan.

An RCRA equivalent cap is, basically, a
sﬁate-of-the-art cap, that it is one of=the most
protective types of caps. The cap has five
compohents,,inc;ﬁding a.base;ﬁaiexial;and,caver, and
it includes a flexible membrane linerXin the center
of it. Abo?e that is a liquid collection system to
collect precipitation, and beneathsit‘is a soil gas
or coilection system that can be piped and plumbed
and then directed to discharge ‘or treatment to
sysfems that can collect any gas:that. might be
accumulated beneath this cap. It i1s, as someone
requested in the past, the beseftechnology to apply
to that portion of the site.

Continue on.

The other elements ef the remedy includes,

basically, a collection system that includes wells

that go into the center ofzthexnasgrmoizgand collect

liquids  that may be accumulated; Liquids are sort
of being collected in séveral of these weils that we
now have. Tbey are now at a fairly slow rate. We’
went through a fosrly extensive liquid removal

process over the last summer and year 2000.

. 16
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- be.protective:

Aanother element is a monofil cap and

this is probably what is going to affect most of the

property owners: out there. It is a fairly simple.
cap. It encmmpasses only clay or clay, some with

asphalt pavement, but it will meet the design

- criteria established by the State of California to

And-smisoyouscan. see,. .it.affects many
of the pemﬁmetervparcels. For the mQSt part, those
would be—pavement where there would be a need to
have chkay - capping otherwise.

Another element that is also very
important is the bio vernting barrier system. In
this case what this will do is also add oxygen into
the surface -- the subsurface, to allow these gases
to degrade and decompose naturally. It's part of
the reason why they degenefate is because it's
not -- 1t°'s in &a no oxygen environment. So, by
adding oxygen into it, it‘degradeskthosef

essentially. dangerous gases and prevents them from

ﬂmigraxingvuuyé%urthexwfrcmmthis sort of zone we have

sufrounding this site.

Ther. the other major components aré
engxneerxng controls, since many of the buildings
are 6veriayxng on the waste. Waste is beneath the

pads of the bu:ldings. There will have to be

. 17
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engineering controls placed on many of these
buildings and that can typically be either certain
venting systems oOr perimeter venting systems that

may go around the outside of:the buildings.

- ‘Actually, active venting syst=ms can go on the

inside of the buildings.  ®irere are several

different.things. that-ean be - appliied.

.’will have to happen==—&t

There are about shree buildings in our
estimation that cannot -=-=that we believe wiil not
be able to have engineesfing controls because of the
thickness of the waste beneath them and those
lbca;ions and those buildings will likely have to be
removed.

I have alreéay spoken to every one of the
property owners and tenants that are involved with
those buildings, so if I haven't spoken to you, then
your building is not one of them. But those that I
have talked to, as we get into the design phase in

the spring. we will get into more details of what

3 *hwssible%that they might
be able to be saved, but our general consensus is
they will have to come down. There are only, like I
said three that 1 know of now.

AUDIENTE MEMBER: Mark, What does the blue

indicate?
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MR. FILIPPINI: The blue are buildings
that have the engineering controls. These other
buildings will likely not need engineering controls.
The blue are hmfidings that will need some kind of
engineering camtrols.

.AUSIENCE MEMBER: (inaudible question).

- MR.=FEILIPPINE: -.Actually, several of these
buiidings_azﬁ;blue buildings, iqélude the three that
I am talking about. |

F=AUDIENCE MEMBER: (Inaudible guestion).

*MR. FILIPPINI: They are noﬁ -- I don't
think we have a problem there.
7 _AUDIENCE MEMBER: Will you indicate the
places the three buildings you discussed?

g MR. HODGE: Sorry to interrupt you, but
when you have a question for Mark, I don‘t think
Mérk minds taking the gquestions now, but would you
identify youfself?

MR. DALLITZ: Ron Dallitz. Buffalo Bullet

:Company‘

Mark, would you please indicate the three
buildings that you were discussing?

MR. FILIPPINI: One of those was yours
here, and Timmons has a structure, also. And the

Brothers Machine Toocl 1is one we also considered,
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okay. Let's go forward.

‘Alternative three, let me guickly explain
what alternative three is before we get into it.

We are -- one of the_objectﬁmes we have
in the Superfund process is to the maximum extent
possible, is after we place our remsdy on the site,
it can be used.by.the community -as muchzas possible.

And the City of,"fSanta Fe=Springs has taken
the initiative in applying.for‘and;they ;eceived a |
$100,000 grant from the EPA to gt together a master
plan for the redevelopment of the site. Alternative
two, which I just went through, allows for, to the
maximum extent possible, the current uses of the
site, meaning, most of the buildings will be
standing there whether we com& in and put that
remedy down. EPA feels it is as protéctive as we
can make it. We are sort of done at that stage.

What alternative three shows is that the

City comes in and implements their main objective on

redevelopment of the site” overzthre-aext——- parts of

the site that got redevelopment over the next two to

three years. other parts may not be redeveloped for
five to ten years, depending on market forces and
the like. Andy L-zzaretto is here with the City of

Santa Fe Springs to explain some of those elemenﬁs
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to you.

What we want to do is show, basically,
what a site would look like with redevelopment in
place on top ofeithe site. Like I said, I‘m done at
alternati&e.tﬂazm The City then can come in at the
direction of azle State of California under
guidelines:-spelled outzand then.place the elements
of alternatizze- three, so we put alternative three in

the feasibility study to show what it will look like

~in the futmre, way out in the future. But at any

one time it will likely look like a combination
between alternative two and alternative three.

=2.50 let's go through alternative three.

..1t has xthe same eguivalent cap, the same collection

systemfwthe mondfil cap, the bio venting barrier
system and stop here. And other what we call
redeveloped areas are shown here which is basically’
the remainder of the site.

Then the next slide shows the buildings

'thazaaamidﬁﬁemgﬁaegtia&%yfrememedwin the future. It

will likely happen in phases. We anticipate the

main portion of the site, the least developed will
go first, then either of these two major areas here
at some time 1in the future.

Then new building pads, a new development
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basically can placed on top of this. We have the
technology now to place things on top of these caps
to make them part of the cap and this allows for

beneficial reuse of the property. HereZon the RCRA

cap it can be used for low impact uses/~So that is,

basically, the elements of alternative=three.

Let me quickly“gggthroughialternatiVe
four. Alternative four -- do one more=-- is what.we
call the exéavation component. I want to show that
there has been some amount of interestrin
considering removing soilS'around the perimeter of
the site. This shows removals of the soils as they
exiét now beneath these areas. -‘There -is one area,
eight and six. The red buildings would have to come

down 1n order to facilitate the-removing of that

soil. The soil would then be placed back beneath

this cap in this reservoir.
In doing this, the elevation of the

reservoir would go up approximately six feet from

its current elevation. One*of=the main=problems we

have is twofold. One, it does-not.allow for very
easy reuse of the property by the City of Santa Fe
Springs because it creates even more severe gradient
changes on the pr-operty.

Secondly, it does not -- we do not gain a
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whole lot of benefit from the -- because the
capping, as we can put it down, keeps it as.
protective as moving it. And if we had to move it
and excavate it amd.open that.up, it creates a risk
of eXposure to z=large amount of soil to the

community residents and the community members

l...surrounding-it,Serws -aresreally.not.too _comfortable

with openingun@:theée areas and doing a lot of
excavation and-hauling dirt from the site.

Sﬁgw-you\five and then.about done here.
Four will have the same components, RCRA cap. bic
venting barrier system -- and then five.

—~0One more. This shows even a more
extensive waste excavation. It addresses all wastes
that exist outside of the central -- what is called
area twc, central disposal area. And again this is
the -- two shows you the number of buildings iﬁ red
here that would have to come down for that. Béing a

larger -- typically larger volume of waste, that

creaEQSﬁoaexﬁmemazexposufeWﬁvftheﬂcommunity as they

goc through the excavation and replacement of the

waste back underneath this main cap, that would

result 1n an increase of the central cap of

approximately nin~ feet. It is currently about

15 feet above street level so it would bring it up

. 23
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torapproximately 24 feet. So some of the problems
associated with alternative fqur.

It would then have a RCRA cap over the
entire area. Same components,Atake control bio
vénting system, énd that's basically th=scomponents
of alternative five.

Howhdidwwaﬂdowthemapaky&is“aﬁd.h w did we
arrive at alternative. two as our preferred |
alternative.

The Superfund requires us_to look at pine
criteria, which are listed here, and they are also
lisfed in your proposed plan mailer. Each -- can't
even evaluate each alternative if-it doesn‘t meet

the two regulations, with the exception of

alternative one, being the no action alternative.

They all have to meet those first two.
The remaining criteria are ones that we
looked at and balanced out. Is there a short-term

protective? 1Is it a long-term effective? 1Is there

going to be short-term risks;.-}loag=term-risks,

future use of the site, these whole litany of these

things starting coming into play, how implementable

it is, as well as you can see on the bottom there
acceptance by the community and by the State.

So 1n our analysis, the bottom line was
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alternative two we felt best meets all of these

criteria, because unlike alternative four and five,

four and five we felt put us, specifically the

community, at a l#ttle bit more risk in the short
term if we implenmdrt some massive excavation around

the perimeter o&=the site and it would sort of leave

“the*Ciz¥QWi£h§a£1ifﬁ&eé&éss;dégeisp&ble-prgperty;

And.it,wouldrf%rce the removal of ﬁény of the
buildings out  there now that may not have to be
removed unl&ss redevelopment comes’'in the future.

So this 1is, basically, my‘pfesentation.
That 's-how we came up with our preferred
alternatives.

" Right now we have a small enough group I
can open up to guestions any alternatives, how we
arrived at any of our analyses. Don wants to open
up the hearing and address questions.

MR. HODGE: I just wanted to mention we
would like to start the hearing part of the meeting
tonight;ahd what—1T"would—do is ‘just move the
microphonevout here to the center and you can just
come up and address Mark, primarily.

1 would like to ask that people try to
stay on the subZ :ct as much as you can and try to

aliow -- be succinct enough to allow everyone who
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wants to comment, be able to comment. We have at
least an hour to take‘comments, so I'm hopeful that
will be enough time until the janitors tell us to go
home.

I do want to mention if you ars not
comfortable getting up and speaking in public,
thére are a numbexmgf;chérvwayéézzggo;tﬁ?thefnext
slide -- there are other ways &ou-can comment. We
will take comments in writing, ény form, fax, letter
or on the comment sheets thétfare-over-on the side
table, if you want to write up something aﬁd ieave :
it with us tonight, we will respond to that. Mark
will be writing this summer. The -addresses for
mailing or faxes or e-mailing us are all in the
proposed plan.»so if you don*t have those, please
pick one up. And if you have any other questions,
contact Mark.

But with that, why don't those of you who
want to comment, if you could just line up in the
Acenter aisle, does that‘workfﬁoréyeu?wser'whatever
you feel like -- coming up, that‘'s fine, guestions,
comments, whatever, we will take . at this time.

11/
17/

/17
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|

AUDIENCE QUESTIONS

MR. TIMMONS: My name is Ed Timmons.
I have a property that you mentioned, one of the
buildings that-will come down, and the time-frame

between your=etaking my building down and the

J .redevelopmenti;=#f you .want: to-redevelop my area,

what do I.do—in the meantime? What's the time-frame
and what s=<the alternative in between? I think

there issanother gentleman here that has a property

‘in the same situation, or maybe two gentleman.

MR. FILIPPINI: As I understand, the
question is what do you do between now?

MR. TIMMONS: My building is coming down.
The redevelopment may not take place on my property.

MR. FILIPPINI: You have a structure
coming down; 1s that correct?

MR. TIMMONS: Yes.

MR. FILI?PINI: That is a problem wiﬁh
respect to --

MR. TIMMONS: To me, especially.

MR. FILIPPINI: There are things that we
might be able to do to see about accommodating yocu
in the short terr

MR. TIMMONS: I don't want to move my

, 27
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plant twice, that's the thing..

MR. FILIPPINI: I understood your's was
more of a sheltered strucﬁure?

MR. TIMMONS: Yes. 1It's an open air
sﬁfucture so I wasn't sure if you were bxinging it
down or what. - You éaid you were.

MR. FILIPPINI: My sense.was given it was
opeh air and difficulty in trying to get a cap
around it,iit might be -- it might have to come
down. It might also be possible if there was no
other alternative, to address finishing off the cap.
So all I can.say is we can try to accommodate it as
beét we can. |

MR. TIMMONS: Okay.

MR. HODGE: I djust got a note that I need
to remind peopie when you state your name for the
transcript. also give your place of residence and
affiliation. |

MR. FILIPPINI: We can talk about the

'redevelopment process, if that%sﬁsnmething:you would

also like tc get into, if everyone else has made
comments .
Mf. HODGE: I know some of you out there

have things that vou want to say to us when you are

-ready. 1 am Sbrry the proceedings are what they
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are; but we do want to make sure they‘are on - the
record.

" In thé meantime, et mé give you some
ideés._ First of all, if there are any alternatives
that you like that we haseipresented, feel free to
express your preference.

oo If _there are-any-problems with the

.alternatives that you- feel we need to know about,

please let us know. -Fff you just think we are doing

.a great job, you canztell us that, too.

MS. MAPLE: - Pam Maple. My dad and my
sister and I have property on Santa Fe Springs Road
in Area 1.

You guys are doing a great job. I have
concerns rega;@ingv I guess, the redevelopment and
things like that, but first, let me address if you
go with alternative two, will our proberty be deemed
sellable if we wanted in the future to sell the

property? It would be all okay or we would have

V problems selling?s-lt=sould-be cleaned-up as far as

the State and everything is concerned or would there
be stipulations on the sale of the property at some
time 1 the future?

MFE. FITIPPINI: You want me to answer

vthdt?
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MS. MAPLE: Yes.
MR. FILIPPINI: The question is what does
one -- .the remedy is put into play, how does that

affect the sellability of the property and there

have been several property owners that are sort of - -

waiting to see if other properties get them ready to

....sell for sometime. And it has._been .held up because

of the Superfund process.

Our attorneys here might be able to-
correct me if I am wrong, but each of the property
owners will have to enter into the settlement
agreement, and that's, basically, to allow -- to get
an agreement between you and EPA and the &State of
Célifornia for, primarily, access to the site and
other controls, such that when we do put the cap on,
you maintain or -- you don't maintain the cap. make
sure you don't damage the cap in any way and allow
the State and the people maintaining the cap to
continue their maintenance of the cép.

It's‘my understanding that once that
agreement 1s entered into, and that typically occurs
even before the remedy is constructed, once that
agreement 1s entered into, your property 1s
typically sellabj-. My attorney is nodding my head.

MS. MAPLE: I think that's that.
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MR. FILIPPINI: Those can happen., as we
talked about, we are expecting those discussions
starting next month with eaéh of the property owners
and they can typically be dispatched:within several
months. I know several property cecwmers are looking
forward to getting that going.

. MS. _MAPLE: ..T also-wanted._.to..ask. the

$10b,000 that the City was given as a grant from'the;

federal government, what does that buy?

MR. FILIPPINI: The=€ity used or is using
that money to go forward with developing a master
plan.' As many of you might know, the entire of the
site is -- has been deemed by the City as a
redevelopment area, which by definition gives it
certain legal sﬁatus and grves the City certain
jurisdictions over the property for future
development, so it 1is already a redevelopment area.

What they did with tﬁe grant money and

what they proposed to do on their grant, and have

been doing., 1s developingia-master plan, which can

be a bit of a lengthy process. It is done -- deemed
done by a registered architect and the architect
goes through and looks at the site, the limitations
on the site and s—rt of starts coming forth with

alternatives that they think they can go forward
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with, bésed on the elements the City would like to
see in that redevelopment.

Parenthetically, the site as a Superfunq
site, can never be used for residential, schools,
hospitals or day-care centers so their master pian
sort of had to accommodate that. But, primarily,

the money .they are using is going towards the

architect to devélop the master plan and hold qulicjf

meetings, public inputvof the process.

It also involved hiring landscape
architects to give ideas, ideas on what can be made
part of the master plan, and also real estate
experts can help with the relocation or sta;t the
process of the relocation for some of the property
owners. |

MS. MAPLE: So if some of us, as proberty
owners, have to relocate or our building has to come
down, what money -- how are we compensated for that?
Do we just suck, or.

P MR. FILIPPINI: Again, it's a complete
separate process, actually, than the Superfund
remedy process. ARemember, the City‘s redevelopment
lays on top o£4the fedgral run.

I was a planning commissioner for many

years and consultant for many years so I know the
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process so I1'11 answer the question.

You, under any redevelopment -area, under
any scenario, you are covered under the State of
Célifornia Relocation Act, which is consistent with
the Federal Uniform Reloéation Act. And it provides
rights and benefits to property owners and tenants
under_the process of redevelopment and,félocatibn.
And Andy Lazzaretto can providé you with all of that
information. - | .

You are compensated fair market value of

J

the property, and finding new properties, there is a

whole host of benefits that are available to you,
and the City Qf Santa Fe Springs can provide you
with the literature packages.
MS. MAPLE: That's separate from the EPA?
MR. FILIPPINI: That's very separate from
the EPA. Like I said, All I'm doing is handing off
the remedy that the City can use.

In fact, we have even -- there is a

" possibility if their redevelopment process goes-

forward, especiallyron the areas along Greenleaf and
the central portion of the property, that can occur
simultaneocusly with the const;uction of the cap. It
saves a lot of time and saves some amount of money,

and basically allows sort of an integration of the

PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE




L20:07:04 1

. 20:07:20 S

8
9
20:07:49 10
11
12
13

14

20:08:04 15

16
17
‘18
19

20:08:23 20

21-

22
23
24

20:08:49 25

PUBLIC HEARING - 6/14/01

construction of the remedy cap.
MS. MAPLE: And as far as the alternatives
go, you are listening to our input and then you wiil

decide, you, the EBA, will decide what happens to -

.the site as far &%which alternative you use?

MR. FIEEPPINI: Right, with the elements

-o0f alternative two,

Rememiser, it stops at redevelopment, but

. the protective elements of alternative two and all

those element=m= are ones that we put forth as our
recommended preferred alternative.

I know we have had -- one reason I‘'m not

insulted wemare not getting a lot of comments, is we

have meeting together for years now, especially over

the last yedr we have had many meetings where we
really try to bevstraightforward’in the direction
where we thought we were going with this remedy and
what it might look like. And I think no one should

be confused that we are sort of formally here

talking .abeet ‘thEtngs-that=most of~us have already

talked about. So I think that‘'s the process.
| Does that answer -- thank vyou.
MR. STANSELL: Vernon Stansell. Stansell
Brothers. We lea-e a building that's in the blue

zone. That's one that you said that you would --
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20:08:52 1 that would reguire venting. I was wondering what

2 process that would involve?
3 MR. FILIPPINI: It could be either -- we

4=f= really won‘'t know until we get to the design phase
20:09:07 G- and that design phase will be coming up in the next

=62 spring. We anticipate about February or March of

g ‘Jﬁﬁfzﬁext*yearhisguhenwme*mill start to be looking at
=8 each of the buildings, taking a look at speciﬁécs on
ez 9 the buildings, like its proximity to known gas hot |
20:09:28 10 spots. We will look at its foundation condition,
11 its building, its construction, its existing
12 ventilation system.
13 | Many of these buildings we have been
14 monitoring the air inside a rniumber of these
20:09:44 15 “buildings for a number of years and we have not
16 had any derogathy hits from the soi1~gases so At
17 appears that, for most part, there is no problem
18 associated with the soil gas.
19 wWhat has to be remembered is this remedy

©20:10501 2203 has-=t0 be lemg-term protective and we are typically

21 shooting for 30 years. So those are the kind of
22 analyses tc nc end. We will make sure we aré
23 completely comtortéble with the foundation. We may
24 recommend sealing the foundation, and in many cases
20:10:24 2% it might invclve perimeter soil gas coritrol and
35
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venting system so it could be one of a number of

things. We will be meeting with each tenant and

owner individually as we go forward with the design

element to talk about what wosks best and what we

may have to do with each property.

MS. STANSELL: Karsn Stansell, the lesser

part of-Stansell Brothers.

We -are right in front of Buffalo Bullet/

and C & E, in the same driveway, and’just a short
distance.  Now Our building is not -- what is the’
destruction? How is that going to impact us? Do

you have any idea?:

MR. FILIPPINI: Well, vyou havé to remember

a monofil cap will have to go down everywhere that

wastes extends, and I'm talking about the parcels

that extends around the perimeter of the site, this

is the parcel where your business is in, so there

will be some element of construction associated with

. that.

The existrngrasphalt-would have to
come up. some modest amount of regrading for
consolidation., so it's workable for the use of thé
properfy. Then the clay cap, then the asphalt on
top of that.

MS. STANSELL: You are talking about the
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tank?

MR. FILIPPINI: No. I'm télking about
your driveways and your back parking lots,
basically. Mamy.of you -- I think each of you know
the sort of tése-general extent of the waste in your

parcel. Anywhere that we have identified waste,

:these@£5mgning:tn;ﬁéyezsa@beﬁaugap»placed down

there. That-will mean that existing pavements will
have to come up and a cap put down and a final cap
will typieally be a pavement agéin that you can use
and drive on and park on. |

Now, in the specific parcels that we have
talked about the building -- the Buffalo Bullet
building.

MS. SiANSELL: I was thinking about
hauling the building away.

MR. FILIPPINI: There is not much to the

buildings so the demolition would not be that

typical but it would have. .
T T UMSTTSTANSELLr Buffalo Bill wants to know
when.
MR. FILIPPINI: Well, we have already had
thls conversation.
The off‘cial decision on whether or not it

will need to come down will come to the design
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phase, as I mentioned, in the early spring 2002
What I told all the property owners and tenants 1ig
sort of look for -- look for -- to be contacted
about:ﬁhﬁt time when we get into that phase and we
will=%s meeting with each individdalVOWner and
tenans; talking about the engineering controls will
:,...;?ha:‘.feé:.‘ée::&?;;plﬁaed,}—».bu,,tﬂ._th#e_‘_placement of the cap, it
has;;b go along there, also. ‘Anﬂ there is timing
elements, too. |
5 The éntire cap is not going to be done
in a couple of wéeks. It will have to be phased in,
working with the construction people and the PRPs
.=who are doing the work.
We will work out a schedule as to when
= exactly that will happen, but approximately next
_ spring 1s when Qe start talking to individuals about
how it will affect their specific structures and
their parking areas.
AUDIENCE MEMBER (UNIDENTIFIED): What's
:ﬁf%gzxin&ng'oiﬁconstruction?
MR. HODGE: "~ Please usé the microphone,
MR. WALTER: Greg's friend. We have a
question. My néme is GeneIWalter—and I own two
buildings on the <ite, as you know. They have not

been indicated as one of the ones coming down.
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I'm just wondering what the time-frame ig
from the initial plan construction redevelopment
area to the time you get to knocking.down our
building, and are we talking about five years?
Eight years? I ﬁave got tenants that are going
nuts. | |

~em MR~ FILIPPINI: As you recall, the
question of when the building -- the building
doesn't need to come down fof the remedy.

MR. WALTER: I understand that.

MR. FILIPPINI: It's the City's track at
that point, and the City does not currently have a
developer in‘mind ready to bﬁlldoze your buildings.
All we are doing at this point is -- speaking of the
City.

MR. WALTER: ABut once they started
developing, the designated areas, héw long will it
be before they start attacking the blue buildings.

MR. FILIPPINI: No way of telling, because

Y—thefirst- phase could include only that parcel along

Greénleaf and the center parcels and the remaining

may not go into development for five or ten years.
It could also occur a year from now, but

until the City l.as a developer at the plate or at

the table ready to talk, they really can't give you
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a time-frame.

That 1s one of the difficulties in trying
to explain this. We have had this conversation with
many of the property owners and the tenants,
especially those who aren't interested in moving.
There is that unknown and it is something that comes

with the territory when you are in a redevelopment

zone, even maybe it wasn't there as part of: the

Superfund process, you would be going through this
anyway. The same things you would be going through.

Yeah, you are in a redevelopment zone.

All you are doing is waiting until the City gets a -

-developer to come in and get a -- we don't know what

the timing will be. But it‘'s all done under a major
public process. There will be hearings on it.
There will be discu;sions. It will all be done in
the open.

I also want to mention, when we get to the

design phase. there will be a series of meetings

" also with the properiy owners and;publicﬁgmhichAcan

come in and talk about the details of the desigﬁ and
tﬁe details of the construction as we.go forth
because there will be issues. I'm sure concerns
about dust contro' and public safety as we go into

the construction phase, I am sure they will . want to
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know. what's going to happen and when. VThié will be
a process the same as the redevelopment:

MS. SANFORD: Stephanie Sanford.
Technical Outreach Services To Communities.

As you mentioned, the cohhunity is
concerned that dust may spread contaminants, .and
alternatives four and five talk about -- an
excavatéon is a problem maybe because of dust.

Will you talk about how that is different
in redevelopment in alternative éhreerﬁhow that Qill
be managed? |

MR. FILIPPINI: Good question.

One of the restrictions and parameters
that were placed on the architect, and making his
life miserable., 1s all of these cohcerns under the
federal and state reguirements that this is a waste
and we will be’putting buildings on top of this

waste. And what he could and could not do, so one

of the primary elements of the redevelopment will be

‘that the waste cannot be moved. in large guantities.

That*'s not tc say & piling may not have to go
through & small amount of waste or some thin veneers
of waste cannot be reconsolidated.

Primari'y, the major portion of the waste

that exists around the perimeter of the site cannot
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be impinged upon. The State of California is theré
telling them they can‘t do that. So their buildings
have to go on top of that. Their utility corrido:s
have to go around that. Their drainage sequences
and landscaping has to accommodate all of that. So
the whole purpose of putting those restrictions is
to assure that when redevelopment does occur, that
massive amounts of waste are not moved around and
exposed dufing that construction period.

-And they will be like any other
construction operation. Theré will be dust control
measures that the Los Angeles Air Board has very
very strictbdust control measures. And there will
be monitoring that any controls that have to go in
on construction, to make sure those -- exposure will
not occur. And technology exists. All sorts of
things, but primarily will not be digging into that
gue and that waste.

As weeks ago forward with the

. redevelopment alternative two, we did not want to

get into that tens of thousands of cubic yards of
waste. ‘

MS. C. SMILEY: Christine Smiley. I‘m a
resident in Whitt‘er, east of the site. Between

alternative two. which is the preferred one, and
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three, when will we know which one you have choéen
and.what steps will you go through to make the
absolute alternative? ‘

‘MR. FILIPPINI: As I said, they are
basically the same alternative. All it does is show
you what the City could do with the site after
alternative two has been constructed, so is your
general question how? -

MS. C. SMILEY: Out of all the-
alternatives, when will it be chosen?

MR. FILIPPINI: Oh, the process of
selecting. The question out of all the
alternatives, what is the process. That is called
the record of decision. We have this comment period
now that will run throﬁgh July 2nd in which I take
public input and anyone can comment, either the
state, county can comment on what we propose.

Then I will draft up a Record of Decision,

which has all the background documents. It's a

~little bit more complicated than the feasibility

process, but 1 can control it more because I write
it. But I go through a pretty descriptive process
of what the status of the site is, conditions of the

site, the remedy *that we selected, how we arrived at

!that remedy, response that we received from the
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community 6n the remedy. I write that up and that
gets signed by hy management chain all the way to
the regional administrator, which is a fairly high
level at EPA; with special notices going out to
State of @mlifornia.

Then the ROD is entered into the
admihistrativegreCOrd. Then-there,will be a public
decision. The Record of Deéision has been entered
and a facts sheet will be issued and then that's,
basically, the green flag for uS'ﬁo start working
with the PﬁPs in getting the schedules set up and
getting ready to go to the design. There was a_
chsiderable amount of design done back in the early
nineties when it started taking off.

MS. C. SMILEY: Do you have an estimated
time-frame?

MR. FILIPPINI: Yes. 1 anticipate having
the Record of Decision éompleted by the end of the

summer{ possibly September, October, then we will be

starting. design.

We anticipate starting design in October,
November. And then the WDIG, the gfoup who has
indicated interest in constructing the remedy, is -
anticipating Qoin* to construction next -- next

spring, late spring. We will be in the design
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phase, as 1 mentioned,.between, say. November --
November, December we will be doing stuff on the
actual sort of blueprint elements. Then January,
February .I anticipate going out to the -- each of
the landowners and tenants and talking about the
individual buildings. |

...By then we will have master‘schedules
degéloped. There will bebpublic meetings during
thét process. We will seﬁ ouf where we aré a£ on
the. schedule. 4But the intent now is to, hopefully,
get ground broken on the first phase of construction
now during the construction season. I may ask the
project navigator are we anticipating about a
two-year start to finish? One year to 18 months,
and that Qas Roberto Cuga, thé project manager.

MR. SﬁILEY: I got a little question here,

My name is Lloyd Smiley, resident of
unincorporated area L.A., Whittier. I live within
just a block.

) Can you tell me -- well, this started
about ‘87, *98. It had a ROD, then they already
made their decision and capped it. Can you explain
the difference, other than talking about some of the
buildings coming wan, what's the difference between

the cap then and the ROD today, four years later,
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other than a couple million dollars?
MR. FILIPPINI: Very good question.

Did everybody hear the guestion?

Fundamentally, the difference between the cap design

_:that was proposed and the Record of Decision in 1987

versus what it is now.

Priharily, thehdiffe:gnce is our
understanding of the limits of the wastes around
the perimetér of the property, in the parcels
surrounding the main reservoir in the area. We
gained a lot of knowledge on that.’ We gained a 1lot
of knowledge on the condition and extent of soil:
gasés around the perimeter of the site.

We have done some work with -- there was a
considerable concern from the public about liquids,
both within the reservoir and éutside the reservoir,
and we spent a considerable amount of resources
evaluating_the location and nature of those liquids,

and we went forward, as I mentioned earlier, about

‘one year treatability study where we actually

removed approximately 200,000 gallons from the

central reservoir, so we gained a lot of knowledge.
The other up side of this whole thing, it

has given the Citv of Santa Fe Springs time to look

into the beneficial reuses and what they would like

456
PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE

265



20:27:36

20:27:52

20:28:13

20:28:4¢0

20:28:52

20:29:15

10
11
12
13
14

15

16

17

18

13

20

21

22

23

24

25

PUDLLLC NUAKING - D/ 1%/7v+

to do with the site. Thét‘s one of the big benefitg
our remedy‘addresses 1s the ability -- how to -- the
maximum extent possible to help the City come in and
do future redevelopment of the site. So that is
anotﬁer difference in the cap between then‘and now.

Primarily, tﬁe main cap over the central
reservoir, I believe it is identical to the RCRA cap
as proposed then, which is state-of-the-art then and
it is state—of-ﬁhe-art now. So there is some
difference in the limits, as I said, liquid soil
gases that we know more about.

MS. SANFORD: Stephanie Stanford agéin.

Would you say a little bit about water
quality monitoring?

MR. FILIPPINI: Sure. The question is
groundwater monitoring. Gréundwater we are talking
about?

MS. SANFORD: Yes.

ME. FILIPPINI: There are approximately 32

‘monitoring wells surrounding this site. It's a

hydrogeoiogxst. It's a bit more than I would like
to see at4the s:tes. but what it has resulted in is
a very good understanding of the nature of ;he

groundwater benearh the site and its water quélity.

We have been monitoring this groundwater
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site for over ten years now and have not found
any indicétions that the site is releasiné ahy
contaminants to the groundwater.

There 1is quarterly monitoring that goes on
out there. The EPA has done monitoring, as well as
overseeing the WDIG and PRP group tha;fig conducting
the monitoring on a quarterly basis. ..So we have
detected some organic -- organic con&aminants that
appear to be coming from off site_ta?;he?g?stvof the
property, sort of coming up, grading.it froﬁ:across
Santa Fe Springs Road. And we arﬁ.keéping our-eye
on that, bﬁt there is a fairly well-known -+ several
well-known contaminant sources that are up gradient
far to the west in Santa Fe Springé that are .
contributing to it. But we are_keeping an eye on
it.

Andv$$ discussed in a feasibility study,
we had the PRPs develop a remedy alternative to put
in the feasibility siudy for groundwatexr andg,
technically, we héd to do that because the history

of those contaminants on site, whether or not it was

coming. the WDIG site, we had.to address a remedy so

we had them cost out a groundwater remedy. So if we
do find 1n the future that any contaminants from the

site are contributing to the groundwater, we can
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implement a remedy. But currently we don't see any.

MS. SANFORD: Just one more.

MR. FILIPPINI: Sure. ;

MS. SANFORD: Would you talk about
long-term monitoringf how long would the EPA be
involved? When you finally leave this project,
would oth;rs be monitoring?

| MR. FILIPPINI: Sure. Once the remedy is
constructed, under a joiﬁt EPA and State of
California oversight, operation and m&intenance
oversight of the site reverts to the State of
California. EPA sort of steps away and the State of
California, some of the best and the -brightest in
the country come in and they oversee operations, the
maintenance of the cap as well as all the monitoring
involved of the soil gas and the groundwater
monitoring:

Groundwater monitoring has the -- to be a

component of the remedy for 30 years as long as the

site exists, and waste around the site, groundwater
monitoring has to continue ahd the State of
Californié w1ll oversee that and they will develop
monitoripg plans. As the design goes forward, we
will talk about, basically, it will'likely be é_

ratchet down version of what they have now because
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it's a fairly aggressive program of what is going on
now.

Also, statutorily, the EPA is required
to -- every five years, go back and 1look at the
remedy, review what the state has done, how the site

is doing, how the remedy is helding up, are all of

.-.our” concerns with respect to protectivemess still

holding up? Is the remedy doing what we thought it
would be?

Sobevery five years the EPA does take an
active role and take a look at the books and make
sure everything is going according to plan. And if
we do need to make changes to the remedy, we
basically open up a pubiic process and talk about
any major changés.

MS. D. SMILEY: My name is Debra Smiley.
I'm president of.the Protect Our Neighborhood
Committee. I reside on Coney Crest Road where I own

two homes and also there is five homes on Martin

Road, property there -- plus with all the other

residents within the-neibhborhood.

A guestion I have is, this is on the
newsletter here where it says features, where it
lists after the closuré of the disposal facility in

1950, development of small industrial structures
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began along Santa Fe Springs. Then down in_the
history, it operated under permit fromv19492£o ‘64,
then it doesn't say anything about the iilegal
dumping that was done after 1964 clear up:to,the
eighties. .

So this wasn‘'t mentioned in the

==informational part of this that I think you know is -

very iﬁpértant to be put in there. .

‘MR. FILIPPINI: Okay.

¥s. D. SMILEY: Another part here, as I
was reading through it, as I was reading on the

other side where it says cleanup activities, the

. investigation further defined the limits and buried

waste. It says_Figure 4 and I can't find Figure 4.

MR. FILIPPINi: That's a typo. .

MS. D. SMILEY: I thought so. I just
wanted it clarified for the record.

MR. FILIPPINI: Right.

MS. D. SMILEY: Another question is the
gases are that are going to be monitored, where it
says so0il gases with tbe areas of concern with the
lines in Figure 2, now, -what type would be monitored
and for how long? What is the length of time-frame?
I mean, with all those that are marked with the

lines for the gas areas with the buried waste there,
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we are talking about breaking up the driveways and

the blacktop., what will be done with that? What

...precautions are taking with just digging up the
~blacktop around those buildings and the waste

‘exposed?

MR. FILIPPINI: Do you want me to address

=htwmse?

MS. D. SMILEY: Yes.

MR. FILIPPINI: With respect to the soil
gés, monitoring‘is an integral comﬁonent pf the
remedy and it basically has to go in perpetuity
as long as there is soil gases being generated under
Sta£e of California guidelines, as long as waste
exists there and the combined monitoring. And bio
venting wells are designed to -- if gas conditions
get to a point where we have to, in fact, put a
vacuum on them to take the gases out or in some ways

inject air in them to get the gases to degrade, so

those will be done in pefpetuity. There is an

existing monitoring well network out there for
groundwater and soil gas. :
When we get to the construction of the
cap. most of thosé will likely be destroyed. We
will be wzthout;a picture for a period of time.

There will be phases as they go in construction,
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v

they may not be able to save those wells and they

may not be in the best locations. So when we get to

]~ design, we need to move them to the appropriate

- -locations. We will do that under the design phase.

Now, it's also important to note that the

groundwater -~ the soil gas monitoring and the bio

“Venting wells-will-not necessarily be concentrated

on those soil gas hot spots because they can move

around, but they will be looked at. The soil gas
monitoring and bio venting system has to encompass

the entirety of the site and has to be in place for

purposes of perpetude, say as the groundwater goes.

MS. D. SMILEY: Would this be -- the
Protect Our Neighborhood Committee would like to be
notified 1in Qriting as to what the results of the
monitoring system, when it's done every time it's
done. we would like to be notified what the results

are, as well as the groundwater. We would like to

. stay up or. this because it is a 30-year cap or cap

window tha! you are looking at.

MF. FILIPPINI: Right.

M. L. SMILEY: I'm 50, so by that time

MF. FILIPPINI: All that information is in

the public record and will be available to you and
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if we -- we can set up systems by where we can get
thése down to the‘library.

THE WITNESS: I know they will have it on
the Internet, butiwe would like written notice that
it is being done“and kept being monitored and what
the results are-for our committee alone. I mean,
that “s-what-I-am-asking;~if=-it'-camr~be done, we would
like it in the record as a decision that Gen
Duncanson and myself, the committee; we want this
information=at all times when the monitoring is
done, you know, what the results are, whenever it's
done, what scheduling.

MR. FILIPPINI: Okay.

MR. HODGE: We will note that.

MR. FILIPPINI: FI don't know what I can
commit to., but I will note it oﬁ the record.‘

MS. D. SMILEY: Also, on the groundwater,
because that is a concern to all of us as residents.

Another thing here on the assessment of.

future risk. when I was reading it, it says it

_ certainly estimate the potential risk, the exposure

-for potential future residential uses but not

potential reuse. Those residential uses are not
anticipated sc at no time can it be used for

children or residents.
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Now you say that it can be used also for
parking. What are the limitations on the parking?
I mean, if théy put in .large industry buildings,
will it handle a big rig?

MR.‘FILIPPINE: All that.

MS. D. SMILEY: It will?

MR

-ILIEEENL&msﬂgﬁdesigagit.Will only b;
alléwed to be used_for a level of deéign that is i
acceptable. We do understand that in redevelopment,
the occupants of=zthose new buildings and warehouseés
will likely like to maintain -- it is anticipated
that as part of the reviews and redevelopment that
those occupants of the dévelopments that would go in
would likely use those for pretty heavy duty parking
uses. J

So the design of that cap would be
commensurate.with the anticipated load use, and
there 1s élso inspection elements on the operation,
méintenance plan that calls for the State to come
out as well -as the overseeing- responsibility of
responsible party groups that willbdo the oversight
and maintenance of the entire property.

But they will come ocut and do inspections
on a periodic basis to assure that the cap intégrity

is maintained.
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Now, being that the final gradé will be
asphalt, there will be  certain levels of service.

It will reach a certain age at.which it has feached
its maximum usage under which:fhe maintenance plan
upgrades of the recapping will have to go in place.

MS. D. SMILEY: Now,.:where it says risks
from the WDI poteﬁ&i&%%idea&iﬁiedgughe¢potentials
identified are eXposu;e to-contaminated soil
inhalation, inhalation of gases migrating to the
enciosed spacés. |

So now if you ;re going to be tearing up
the blacktop in the area, that will ‘be a pathway to
exposure. When will it be done and when the school
isvnot in sessiqn? I mean., during the summer months
when kids are not exposed, because they are there
for a few hours duriﬁg the day to help keep down the
exposure at St. Péul and also to the residents in
the area.

MR. FILIPPINI: 1It‘s my understanding that
the school is year-round so the ability to sort of
accommodate a time pefiod where students aren't -in
the proximity is likely not possible.

That said, that should not be a problem.
Standard level of construétion during these

construction operations will be to assure that the
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exposure 1s minimized and controlled_and to a level
that is acceptable to the community, and the uses
around, so we are anticipating during the design
process health and safety programs go into place and
permission to control the pragrams and monitoring
the programs and emissions control systems are put
into place to make—~sures=thoserthings-don‘'t hurt. So
we feei as comfortable doing it during scho§1 hours
as any other time.

Don has asked if I can talk generally what
aust contfolvinvolves. There are several elemedts
to it. bne, there is a big monitoring component and
we don't;anticipate that by just sort of going into
the first 1eve1_of fill, because you have to
remember under most, in fact, all of the waste that
is out there now is under séme thickness of what we
call clean fill, it is not considered wéste.

So we are working with that material.

Will not present an exposure problem with respect to

hézardous contaminants, because it's not the waste
material, and that's important for the community to
recognize, even 1f you see dusts or people running
around without protective gear. It's because they
have deemed it appropriate bécause not every bit of

dirt on that site is hazardous.

57
PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE

276



20:45:40

20:45:55

20:46:13

20:46:33

20:46:53

20:47:089

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

i8

20

21

22

PUBLIC HEARING - 6/14/01

So there are means under the L.A. County
Air Districts, there are suppressants that can be
used. Water 1s a major element. There are
restrictions on wind speed, when the windzreaches

certain velocity, construction sometimes has to be

"halted. There are certain phases during the

construction, monitoring will. be-in-piace.— Hsalth
and safety person will make sure it is~§ropérly
rnonitored. |

Phasing is also an elementsof that that
you might have to expose somebody to waste, given
the proximity to waste, some modesétamount of
exposure can be tolerated because of the distance
associated with the receptors being students or
residents. So opening a relatively small area to-
these petroleum wastes will not create a large

exposure problem.

1f we were to do that under a massive

excavation, that would become a different story, so

there are things along that line to control it.
Mike. can you think of any other things?
There are a whole host of technologies used in dust
control.
MS. D. SMILEY: The reason I'm asking on

that is similar residents noticed the last time it
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was mowed, in their windows sills there was dust but

it was a sticky residue that stuck to the windows

when they were cleaning it off and they have noticed:

that every time the property has been mowed so
that's why the question on that.

Another question I had from this is
under the remedial action’ it says—protect action
objectives on Page 5. EéA‘s objectiveé—for actions
considered in this proposed plan are protecting the
health and environment, brotect from-cdontaminated
soils, protect current and off site receptors from
exposure to gases and prévent human -exposure to site
through state, federal standards and other uses, and
it goes on.

What institutional control will be used to
prevent this from happening? I think yéu have
answered possibly part or it.

MR. FILIPPINI: Specifically, you are
referrinc tc the liguids exposure?

MS D. SMILEY: Right.

ME. FILIPPINI: Well, not all liquids at
the s1te are hazardous. That's sort of why the
wording on tha: -- because rain does fall on the
site and doer go through some of the soils and it

does drain ir. different directions. And we have got
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a drainage system in place now and it is monitored
to assure that wastes don‘t go off of the site. fThe
wording on that is to aééure that the design of the
landfill, meaning our objectives on design, the
landfill cap, the RCRA cap and the clay monofil cap,

are such that we minimize the contact of water with

-=-the hazardous. waste constituents so that they don‘t

get into the water and can either migrate down to

groundwater or seep off the site through other

mechanisms and but to the gutter and through other

exposure ways.

So the cap, in and of itself, 1is
designed -- that‘s one of the primary purposes of
the cap, other than direct exposure. Ana also gas
control, control mechanism and its drainage
components are put on that cap and the monofil cap
to make sure‘that liquids are taken off of the site
and not-allowed to contact the contaminants.

And the reason it is worded that way, like

’i said, not all liquids that are on the site there

are hazardous, but if they do come in to make sure
they don‘t come in contact with the soil, that they
can become a problem.

MS. D. SMILEY: Under the'institutions

controls for revisions site use and access, with the

60
PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE

279



20:50:32

20:50:49

20:51:02

20:51:06

20:51:28

20:51:51

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
18

20

21

22

PUBLIC HEARING - 6/14/01

deed restrictions, let's see, will any -- who is
going to be monitoring all of this? It goes back to
the state, I think you said?

MR. FILIPPINI: Correct.

MS. D. SMILEY: The State will be

monitoring, and for how long?

Soeeee=ooo MR, FILIPPINI: Same length of time.

MS. D. SMILEY: Same length of time, the
30 years for the cap or longer?-

MR. FILIPPINI: 30 years minimum.

MS. D. SMILEY: Minimal of 30 years.
Okay.

MR. FILIPPINI: We were a little slow on
that one.

MR. FINCH: This is Michael Finch Qiﬁh the
Department of foxic Substances Control. Minimum of
30 years or when there is no longer a threat to

water quality, so it has to be at least 30 years but

even after 30 years, you would have to demonstrate

that there is no threat to water quality. So in

reality it's iorever.

MS. D. SMILEY: Now, on your other costs
for ﬁhe 30 vear, it also includes the cost of
operaéion and maintenance for the length of it;

MR. FILIPPINI: Correct.
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MS. D. SMILEY: So the costs will

continually go up after the 30-year window?
P ' MR. FILIPPINI: Yes. There will be
additicnal costs after 30 years, but agreemenés with
parties who are charged with maintaining it, that
agreement does not expire after 30 years.
rm~-ﬁ~<@ﬁs.wD; SMILEY: Okay:- All right,

MR. FILIPPINI: That's cost. Cost is just
for estimating purposes, for comparison.

MS. D. SMILEY: I think that's all the
questions I have for right now.

MS. MAPLE: Pam Maple again. This is
purely personal and I don't know if it has any
relevance at all, but does the EPA or State -- is
there anything retroactive? I was playing there in
the fifties and sixties. When am I going to die?

Do you guys have‘any clue?

MR. FILIPPINI: I don't believe there has
peen any studies.

MS. MAPLE: So there is'no,sﬁatistics?

MR. FILIPPINI: The State of California,

. Department of Health Services did a toxic study for

the residents and that: is --
MS. MAPLE: We live in a high cell cancer

group., high rate of cancer within our neighborhood.
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MR. FILIPPINI: But that report is still
on its way.
MS. MAPLE: Still working on it.
-~ . MR. FILIPPINI: So the shortvanswervto
your guestion is we have not gotten anything yét.

There-is some health studies that have been done for

—=around-the-neighborhcod that might address.

. MS. MAPLE{ "I was on top of thatlwhere the
caps were.

MR. FILIPPINI: A lot of stories.

MS. ENGSTROM: My name is Sharon Engstron,
originally Crest, Debbie's sister. I always want
the best of the best. I héve said that how many
times? We have gone through four years and I heard
the statement tﬁat the cap we are going to get is
still relatively the same one we were going to get
four years ago.

So four years down the lane, we are still

gerting -- all we have to live with that because

that*s bureaucracy and I know within -- after you
release the property and you are out of it, the
City, the way they work with rédevelbpment, they
will have @ flat, *because it‘'s not effective to go
on fivé‘years.' so the owners of the property have a

two year window to know who is going.to be leveled
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and who is not. That's a personal opinion.
The other thing i1s when I look at this
alternative two and then five, there is a big

difference. And I.don't care about the cost and

these other sites, they may not care so much. You

may save millions on that. Well, use your millions

—~on me, on.my mother!'s property, on the land around

and protecp out children, protect our échoois and
protect this neighborhood because we care.

And. there are a lot of people who aren't
and it's going to take several years of the people
who own the buildings and whg work here and been
here. Their lives are on hold right now because we
wanﬁ the best. We want the éap to be effective.
Your big rigs, Qhatever compression factor, and I
know how often they redo the blacktop and you are
still putting tons on top of that site, which I
can't care what anybody tells me, you put a big
thing on top of a pancake, you are going to flatten
it eventually. 30 years down the road it won't be
15 feet, 1t w:ll be less. It means you are
spreading that contaminated toxic waste out or down.
It's still an open caﬁcer in the earth.

I1t's called accountability and all of my

nieces and nephews, we are going to live here and we

64
PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE

283



20:56:43

20:56:56

20:57:15

20:57:33

20:57:54

20:58:11

10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20

22
23

24

PUBLIC HEARING - 6/14/01

are all goingrté be here. You promised me that you
were a man that Qill_give the best of the best. I'm
holding you to it.

The short term, I would rather a short
term danger than give me a long-term uncertainty.
If vou couid give .me long-term and with the riék of
short term,utxywtgukeepwthatAﬁougo that way because
it's important. |

' The other thing is when we do the
businesses and.that-I hope the City will take into

effect and into account of how they have to deal

with these people,Agivelthe highest price for the

land because 1 worked with redevelopment in Seal
Beach. Once they are there, they take control.

They Qill give you a gold wrapped Hérshey“s kiss, .
but they will eat three guarters of your Hershey's
candy bar while they are doing it. So let‘'s keep it

up and honest while you are doing it, and I like all

of you guys.

ME. HODGE:  Thanks.

MF. FILIPPINI: Thanks.

Ir. tciliow up to that, Ed, being th;t this
15 a tederal Sgperfund site, any actions that are

done on thic property with respect to relocation

have tc meel! Federel Relocation Uniform Act
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requirements. And our attorneys have done an
evaluation of the State of California's relocation
act and the federal reiocation'act énd found them
comparable. And the basic compaonent of the remedy
isithét we have specified discussing the feasibility
study, that is, those have to be complied with as
redevelopment goes forward .on -this ﬁite.r

AUDIENCE MEMBER (UNIDENTIFIED): Have this
put all in words, five years from naw someone 1is
going to come along and say you didn't write that
down. It doesn't count. Everything has to be
written in‘record.

MR. FILIPPINI: We are coming up on nine
o'clock.

Did anybody else have burning issues?

Andy?

MR. LAZZARETTO: ﬁy name is Andy

Lazzaretto. I'm with the City of Santa Fe Springs.

I didn't want to take up any more of your time, but

I just want to bring up some of the points that were

discussed.

] wish we could.tell you a little bit
more. 1 know you have a -- I'm frustrated because I
can‘'t give you definitive answers, but I can tell

you what we have been doing. We have been working
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with a lot of the people in this community.

We did get the grant for $100,000. We
hired an architect, that architect.for a landscape
architect on his team and also a .civil engineer so
with that groﬁp of experts, if you will, wé have
been working with them to try to figure out the
?ea§ibility of this siter—=We have=determined that
{he'site is developable, if I could use that word.

One of the first elements was to find out

:if the site can be developed and we have pretty much

convinced ourselves that that is possible. That wé
are not dealing with something that is not feasible
froﬁ_a physical standpoint, and one of the reasons
that we like thg alternative that is being
discussed, it actually lowers the profile of the
site somewhat and what we have been discussing with
a group of citizens that many of them are here

tonight, that we have been talking about possible

~design alternatives for the site and we have come up

with, I think, really good examples of what could
happen out there.

Now, what prevents us from giving you
part of the economic feasibility is what we have
to accomplish with ouf money, but part of our-

responsibility is to try to determine if it‘'s
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~economically feasible to develop that site. One of

the unknowns, Buffalo, the owner of that property,
relocate Buffalo Bullet or the other busiﬁesses that
are out there? We have an unknown because we don't
know th much it's going to cost. We have been

working with the Relocation, Inc. Group and I‘'ve

been told a number of times verbally that the group

is willing to finance the studies that will enable
us to make some more decisions.

We>aré going to be hiring an appraiser for
the properties and we are going to be hiring a
reloéation specialist to go out and visit eaéh one
of the sites and give us a good, working estimate of
what it would cost to acquire and relocate all the
property owners -- excuse me, acquire the property
and relocate the tenants.

Once we have that information, we will be

"able to -- we still don‘t know at that point whether

we -can make it happen, but it gets us closer. .It's

a very complex 1issue. It boils down to how much
money 1s involved and whether or not we can actually
make it happeh-

We are goingito be going te the City
Council of Santa Fe Springé towards the end of July

and we are going to be discussing many of the things

. 68
PAULSON REPORTING SERVICE

o
-

287



21:02:38

21:02:52

21:03:12

21:03:33

21:03:54

21:04:12

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

PUBLIC HEARING - 6/14/01

that we went over this evening. We are also going
to be giving an update of what the citi%ens
committee has been discussing and‘ask the City
Council's direction. We hope they will give us the
direction to go ahead &nd do the additional Stﬁdies.
If they didn't wish us to proceed, we will
just drop it. But we are trying to get to the
alternative. ?his property is going to be there for
30 years. Most of those buildings that are out
there have probably reached their life span in terms
of how long those buildings are ever going to remain
in place. If there wasn't redevelopment, they have
kind of reached the point where they kind of neéd to
be replaced forxa lot of reasons. I know many
people get attached to their property. So if we do
something to that site‘to make it safe, as EPA is

going to do, then we are alsc looking at making the

_.site usable for the next 30 years in the most

optimistic way.

So I just want to point that out. We are

always happy to answer any questions the property

owners or tenants have. I'm in city hall quite
regularly.  If you need my card, I have a number of
them tonight. I'm happy to meet with you one-on-one

and answer any questions you have.
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MR. HODGE: ' Anyone else who would like to
come up and ask a question or make a comment?

AUDIENCE MEMBER (UNIDENTIFIED): I'm also
a member of the Protect Our Neighborhood. I wonder
if you are going to get a Web site up so we can
access what's.going on on a periodic basis?

MR, HODGE:, I'm»heéitating because I am
trying t§ remember the Web address} It's paft-of
ﬁhe Region 9 Superfund Site and probably the best
way to do is jﬁst write down the address for those
of you who want it, but I can try to recite it.
It's www.epa.gov/regibn09/waste.

AUDIENCE MEMBER (UNIDENTIFIED): Repeat
that, please.

MR. HODGE: Sure.

It's www.epa.gov/region09/waste. That
will get you close to =- get you to the WDI site, it
would.

MF. FILIPPINI: It's preﬁty obvious. Go
through Superfund sites. 1It's way down at the
bottom.

ME. HODGE: If you have trouble finding it
from there. please give me a call and I will step
you through the site or I will e-mail you the exact

address, because 1 don't have it on the top of my
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PUBLIC HEARING - 6/14/01

head right now. I should have put that on a slide.

Other qQuestions? I know it's a little

after the time we said we were going to close the-

meeting but I don't want to preclude anyone.
| If not, I think you should éive youréelves

a round‘of applause. I want to express my
apprec?aticn ﬁo the project navigator for putting
togetﬂer the presentation and managing all the
equipment here. I appreciate thgt.
7 : And to Lor Rae Nelson, who will produce
the transcript. |

And to all ofryou for coming 6ut- Thank
you very much for your -- for reading the proposed
plan, for catching my mistakes and I hope to see you
at the many future meetings.

Thanks again.

{The Hearing was concluded at 9:07 p.m.)
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REPORTER'S CERTIFICATION

I, LorRae D. Nelson, a Certified Shorthand
Reporter in the State of California, do hereby

certify:

That the foregoing proceedings were taken
before me at thé time and place herein set forth;
that the proceedings were reportea stenographically
by me and later transcribed into typewriting under
my direction; that the foregoing is a true record of

the proceedings'taken at the time.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have subscribed my

name this 15th day of August, 2001.

Aae o) nerson,
LorRae D/ Nelson, CSR No. 7384
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Waste Disposal, Inc. - Amended Record of Decision

WASTE DISPOSAL, INC.

AMENDED RECORD OF DECISICN

Appendix 2

Waste Disposal, Inc. Superfund Site
Santa Fe Springs, California 90670

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Regipn 9 - San Francisco, California
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ST. PAUL HIGH SCHOOL

9635 Greenleaf Avenue *« Santa Fe Springs * California 90670
(562) 698-6246 + Fax {562) 696-8396

June 22, 2001

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX Superfund - Waste Disposal. Inc. Site
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Attention: Don Hodge and Mark Filippini
Dear Sirs:

St. Paul High School is located directly north and adjacent to the Waste Disposal, Inc. (WDI) Superfund Site, close
to the main disposal reservoir area. We are requesting inclusion in the Record of Decision of two items. The first is
remuneration based on both St. Paul High School’s loss of revenue and the additional costs of operation incurred
beginning in July. 1987. when the site was placed on the EPA’s Superfund National Priorities List.

St. Paul requests that the Record of Decision include a statement assuring the school that there will be a barrier
which eliminates the possibility of a “direct line of sight” over the school, fields. and parking lot. This request has to
do with our senious commitment to and genuine concern for the safety of our St. Paul High School students. The

- need 1o protect the entire student body from outsiders is unfortunately a reality in today’s society. Even if the present
clean soil covering the main disposal reservoir is lowered five to ten feet before a new protective cover is added, the
WDl site 1s considerably higher than our school site. At present. there is no regular use of any part of the Superfund
Site adjacent to St. Paul by the public. However, once the cleanup and new cap are complete. there will be public

usce nf tha <ite

The request for remuneration is based on loss of revenuc caused by a decline in student enroliment and negative
publicity. This has been due 10 the strong parental concern with the site’s perceived toxicity and the imminent danger
itmay pose for students. Many students and coaches using our sports practice fields have seen protective covered,
suited individuals working on the superfund site. At the same time. they are wearing shorts, t-shirts and tennis shoes
and wondenng if they should also be protecied.

The school has also experienced a vaniety of operational expenses which are directly related to the WDIG superfund
site. All water used on campus must be of drinking quality. We have been unable to even consider using reclaimed
water. even for field maintenance because of polluted water concerns. For many vears, we called upon and paid for
services from the Califomia Department of Agniculture. who assisted with the extermination of gophers and other
vermin. We have expenenced damage to our pracuce fields and baseball diamond/field. There has been a continuing
battlc against the plant and weed spore/secds that were either airbome or spread through WDI rain water runoff and
all of our fields have been infected. For several years. we have aggressively fought against the spread of an
omamental clump grass. Last vear alone, we show a significant increase in ankle, knee. and leg injuries which we fee!
. isadirect result of this weed's spread )
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St. Paul High School continues to actively participate in the EPA’s public process and has been in regular contact
with the EPA’s Remedial Project Managers and the Community Involvement Coordinators, as well as other public
agencies. The school has always endeavored to be a good neighbor. For 14 years, the WDIG site has beenon the
EPA’s Superfund Site National Priorities List and St. Paul High School, under the direction of three principals, has
continued to focus on challenging our students to strive for academic, artistic and athletic excellence and worked
toward building a more just society. However, our efforts are not without cost. The loss of revenue and the additional
operational costs have negatively impacted our school in the areas of long-term plant maintenance, upgrading of
facilities, and providing the needed tuition assistance to families wnh financial need. Reasonable xemunemnon will
benefit these areas munedlately

We ask that both remuneration to St. Paul High School and a statement eliniinating any “direct line of sight’ over the
school, fields, and parking lot becon ie part of the Enwronmental Protection Agency’s “Record of Decmon > The :

process and we look to the future when the WDI site is able to be put back into public use. If there are any
questions or a need for additional information, please contact me or Lois McMillan Maldonado at (562) 698-6246.

Sincerely,

Frank A. Laurenzello
Principal
cc: Mrs. Nancy Coonis

Superintendent. Department of Catholic Schools - Archdiocese of Los Angeles

Ms. Dorothy Pittelkau
San Pedro Regional Supenvisor . Department of Catholic Schools - Archdiocese of Los Angeles

~ Mr. Roberto Pugo
Waste Disposal Inc. Group Coordinator. Project Navigator

Mr. Michael Skmner
Waste Disposal Inc. Group Chair
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JoanNsoN & Terosky LLP

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

TELEPHONE (213} 2294600 444 SOUTH FLOWER STREET

FACSiMILE (213! 229-2770 THIRTY-FIRST FLOOR
LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA DOOTY

July 2, 2001

United States Environmental Protection _
Agency -/Region 9 — Superfund Division

Mr. Mark Filippini

Remedial Project Manager

75 Hawthorne Street (SFD-7-1)

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Re: = Comments re Waste Disposal, Inc. Superfund Site

Dear Mark:

I am wnting to provide comments on the proposed remedy on behalf of the owners
of the properties identified as parcels 3 and 24, respectively.

First. the EPA’s favored alternative, alternative number two, provides for a
monofill cap to cover “areas underlam by waste materials in Areas 1,2, 4, 5,6, 7and 8.
This decision appears to be premised solely on whether “waste materials™ are detected
underneath a parcel rather than the nature and degree of constituents of concern under a
given parcel. As for parcel 3, the site investigations performed to date indicate that
“[b]ased on the results from soil bonngs dnilled on this parcel and adjacent parcels, it
appears that the buned waste that underlies much of the central portion of the WDI site
does not extend bencath Parcel 003 ™" Accordingly. we cornclude that no cap of any kind
whatsoever 1s contemplated for Purcel 3. With respect 1o parcel 24, the property owners.
submit that environmental testing conducted to date suggests that constituents of concern .
have not been detected conclusively 1n amounts significant enough to determine that
waste materials underlie the parcel - let alone to warrant capping -- or to undertake any
other remedial measures *

" Stats of Environmental Ins estigations 1988 1999 for Parcel APN §167-002-003 (U. S. EPA December 2000) at
13 :

" For example. 1n the Status of bnviroamenu! Investipations 1958-1999 for Parcel APN §167-002-024. soil borings
TS-108. TS-109. TS-110. TS-111. TS-122 and SB-63 were used 10 esumate the approximate extent of the buried
wastes /d at 11 Yet bonings TS-10M through TS-111 were clean. /d at Anachmem 2. in TS-122, driliing mud is
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Mr. Mark Filippini - Johnson & Tekosky LLP

July 2, 2001 ATTORNEYS AT LAW
~ Page 2

With respect to any decisions to require engineering controls or to remove any
buildings, the feasibility study indicates that such decisions will be made during the
design phase. Accordingly, we reserve the right to comment on the need for, or the
extent of, such controls at such time or times as those decisions are made.

Please direct questions or comments on this submittal to the undersigne&. v

/

not idenuified Instead. greenssh clay watt. no swinng of odor was abserved as “possibly drilling mud.” /d. at
atiachment 2 As for SH-0°. there i continuous sampling every five fect 1o a depth of 45 feet. Ata depth of 15 and
15 feet. respectively. the obsenver nated " shight contarunation visible ™ /¢ at Anachment-2. At all other depths it
was reported that no conumuAanon was visthic  [F at Atachment 2 If anvthung. these observations seem 1o be at

odds with'the weight of the soil bonings tor the parce.
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SpiderMBA € pacbeli.net on 05/16/2001 07:03:07 AM

T -
To: Don Hodge/ﬂQUSEPAAJS@EPA #Mark F:hpplm/RQ/USEF‘NUS@t:PA
cc: WDN dletters wdn@ sqvn.com>

Subﬁxx: WDi See

Dear EPA and NIMBYs of Santa Fe Springs/Whittier:

The 43 acre Superfund Site bounded by Santa Fe Springs Road, Greemleaf
Avenue, and Los Nietos Road, should be put to productive use after the
remediation of all contamination is completed. Land is just too
valuable to waste.

Since the organic wastes will be capped and will present no further
denger to anybody. this land should be completely developed. It should
be sold by its rightful owner to a developer for either a distribution
center, consisting of warehouses, & small building business park, or a
low income apartment comnunity. Since cities allow NIMBYs (Not In My
Back Yard) to make the decisions in most communities, let them choose

from among these options

Allowing 43 acres of developable land to 11e fzllow is the height of
folly.
I would gladly work or live there, knowing the risks involved, for I
have & degree inr chemistry. There are no toxic compounds. only toxic
ievels. Let‘'s be pruden:t, not heurotic. Every time you get into your
car, you are sitting azop & gas tank and an engine full of ®toxic
compounds® - volatile anc flammable gazsoline and céirty encine oil. It
hesr't hurt you yert. ‘
Jern leecer

€50C lorweir Bouleverc

gnte Fe Sprincs. CA

o o e+ i i e gt ~r——
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ST. PAUL HIGH SCHOOL

9635 Greenleaf Avenue ¢+ Santa Fe Springs * California 90670
(562) 698-6246 + Fax (562) 696-8396

December 20, 2001

Mr. Russell Meechem

Project Director ;
United States Environmental Protection Agency  /
Region IX Superfund - Waste Disposal, Inc. Site /
75 Hawthorne Street :

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Dear Mr. Meechem:

We were pleased to meet you last week, December 13, 2001 at St. Paul High School. As you are aware, our school is
located directly north and adjacent to the Waste Disposal, inc. Group (WDIG) Superfund Site, close to the main disposal
reservoir area (dial). St. Paul High School formaliy requests inclusion in the Record of Decision construction of a barrier
which eliminates the possibility of a ‘direct line of sight” over the school, fields, and parking lot.

This request has to do with our sertous commitment to and genuine concern for the safety of our St. Paul High School
students. The need to protect the entire student body from outsiders is unfortunately a reality in today’s society. Even if
the prescnt clean soil covering the main disposal reservoir is lowered five to ten feet before a new protective cover is
added. the WDIG site is considerably higher than our school site. At present, there is no regular use of any part of the
Superfund Site adjacent to St Paul by the public. Hawever. once the cleanup and new cap are complete, there will be
continuous use of the site during clean-up and redevelopment.

St. Paul High School continues 10 actively participate in the EPA’s public process and has been in regular contact with
each of the EPA’s Remediz! Project Managers and the Community Invdlvement Coordinators. as well a5 other public
agencies The school has alwayvs endeavored 1o be a good neighbor. For 15 vears. the WDIG site has been on the EPA's
Superfund Site National Priorities List and St Paul High School. under the direction of three principals, has continued 10
focus on our mission statement of challenging our students to strive for academic, antistic and athletic excellence and
worhed toward building a more just society. ;

The school and the Depantment of Catholic Schools. Archdiocese of Los Angeles will be active in all phases of the public
process and we look o the futuse when the WDIG site 1s able to be put back into full public use. if there are any
questions or a need for additional information. please contact me or Lois McMillan Maldonado at (562) 698-6246.

Sincerels.

7

<A

Frank A Laurenzelio
Principal

298



APPENDIX B



S4-23557540 WV (500

by
\_ <\
N\
N
0 200 400 FEET
e ———
‘ SCALF,
LEGEND
s e SITE BOUNDARY
“STTE AREA BOUNDARY - SITE FEATURES
FENGE
i T EXISTING BUILDING/SIRUG URE N SrASAL, INC.
. PHOPERTY BOUNDARY PEFENENCE. NUNEZ ENGINEFING, SUTVEY DRAWING NE 0/ 187, (T a0y TSARNT‘A FE SPHINIOS. CALIFOFINIA

WASTE DISPOSAL, INC. | Site Location Map with Site Areas



APPENDIX C



RECORDING REQUESTED BY:
Dan Holbrook
13900 Virginia Foothills Dr.
Reno, NV 89511

Michael J. Skinner

Trustee of the WDIG Site Trust
Michael J. Skinner Consulting, LLC
230 Kings Highway East, #300

|
l
[-
|
.
WHEN RECORDED, MAIL TO: |
|
l
|
|
|
Haddonfield, NJ 08033 |

SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE RESERVED FOR RECORDER’S USE

- COVENANT TO RESTRICT USE OF PROPERTY
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTRICTION

(Re: Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 8167-002-003 and 8167-002-024; 12637 and 12635 Los Nietos
Road, Santa Fe Springs, CA)

This Covenant and Agreement ("Covenant”) is made by and between the Raymond and Donnis
Holbrook Trust (the "Covenantor"), the current owner of property situated in Santa Fe Springs,
County of Los Angeles, State of California, described in Exhibit A, attached hereto and .
incorporated herein by this reference (the "Property"), and the WDIG Site Trust (“WDIG Site
Trust” or “Trust”). Pursuant to Civil Code section 1471(c), this Covenant is reasonably ‘
necessary to protect present or future human health or safety or the environment as a result of the
presence on the land of hazardous substances as deﬁﬁg:d in 42 U.S.C. § 9601(14), pblllutants or
contaminants under 42 U.S.C. § 9601(33), and in California Health and Safety Code ("H&SC")
Section 25260. The Covenantor and the Trust, collectively referred to as the "Parties,” hereby .
agree pursuant to Civil Code section 1471(c) and H&SC section 25355.5 that the use of the
Property be restricted as set forth in this Covenant. The Parties further intend that the provisions
" of this Covenant also be for the benefit of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”)
and the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (“DTSC”) as third party

beneficiaries.
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ARTICLE I
STATEMENT OF FACTS

1.01.  The Property is more particularly described and depicted in Exhibit A, attached
hereto and incorpofated herein by this reference. The Property is located in the area now
’ geﬁérally bounded by Los Nietos Road, Greenleaf Avenue, and Santa Fe Springs Road, in the
County of Los Angeles, State of California. This property is more specifically described as Los
Angeles County Assessor's Parcel Nos.: 8167-002-003 and 8167-002-024.

1.02. The Pfoperty is a portion of the Waste Disposal, Inc. Superfund Site and was
listed on the National Priority List on July 22, 1987 by EPA. A map of the Site is attached as
Exhibit B. Remediation of the Site is being conducted pursuant to the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, 42. U.S.C. §§ 9601 et seq
(“CERCLA”). EPA has selected a remedy for the Site, which is documented in the Amended
Record of Decision (“Amended ROD”) signed by EPA on June 21, 2002. The remedy includes
construction of a RCRA-equivalent cap over the reservoir area in Area 2, use of engineered caps
in portions of Areas 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, installation and use of an active soil vapor extraction
system and/or a soil gas monitoring system, use of a liquids collection system under the RCRA-
equivalent cap, institutional controls, engineering controls in buildings overlying buried waste or
soil gas noncompliance areés, use of in-business ambient air monitoring, long-term soil gas
monitoring, long-term groundwater monitoring, and long-term operations, maintenance and
monitoring. The Administrative Record for the Site is available for review at the Santa Fe
Springs Public Library located at 11700 Telegraph Road in Santa Fe Springs, and at EPA’s
Region IX Records Center, located at 95 Hawthorne St., San Francisco, CA 94104.

1.03 Because waste will remain in place at the Site, EPA selected institutional controls
as part of the remedy selected in the Amended ROD. The institutional controls will be
implemented in order to ensure the long-term integrity of the remedy and to prevent exposure to
waste remaining at the site. The Amended ROD provides for restrictive environmental covenants
to be recorded on the properties at the Site to fulfill the purposes of protecting the remedy and

preventing certain activities on and uses of the properties.
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ARTICLE Il
DEFINITIONS

2.01. DTSC. "DTSC" means the California Department of Toxic Substances Control

and includes its successor agencies, if any.

2.02. EPA. “EPA” means the United States Environmental Protection Agency and

includes its successor agencies, if any.

2.03. Owner. "Owner” means the Covenantor, its successors in interest, and their
successors in interest, including heirs and assigns, who at any time hold title to or an ownership

interest in, all or any portion of the Property.

2.04.  Occupant. "Occupant” means Owners and any person or entity entitled by
ownership, leasehold, or other legal relationship to the right to occupy any portion of the

Property, and their successors in interest.

2.05. CERCLA Lead Agency. “CERCLA Lead Agency” means the governmental

entity having the designated lead responsibility to implement response action under the National
Contingency Plan (“NCP”), 40 C.F.R. Part 300. EPA is the CERCLA Lead Agency at the time

of the recording of this instrument.

2.06 WDIG Site Trust. “WDIG Site Trust” means the grantee and Covenantee of this

environmental restriction and its Trustee, and their successors in interest.

2.07 Waste Materials. “Waste Materials” means (1) any “hazardous substance” under
Section 101(14) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(14); (2) any pollutant or contaminant under
Section 101(33), 42 U.S.C. § 9601(33); (3) any “solid waste” under Section 1004(27) of RCRA,
42 U.S.C. § 6903(27); (4) any “hazardous substance” under California Health and Safety Code

§§ 25316 and 25317; and (5) all material identified as waste or sump material in site

investigations conducted prior to the date this Covenant is recorded, irrespective of whether it is
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classified as a hazardous substance, pollutant or contaminant, or solid waste under the above

statutes.

ARTICLE II
GENERAL PROVISIONS

3.01. Restrictions to Run with the Land. This Covenant sets forth protective provisions,

covenants, restrictions, and conditions (collectively referred to as "Restrictions™), subject to
which the Property and every portion thereof shall be improved, held, used, occupiéd, leased,
sold, hypothecated, encumbered, and/or conveyed. Covenantor covenants that each and every
Restriction: (a) runs with the land pursuant to H&SC section 25355.5(a)(1)(C) and Civil Code
section 1471; (b) inures to the benefit of and passes with each and every portion of the Property,
(c) 1s for the benefit of and enforceable by the WDIG Site Trust (d) is for the benefit of EPA and
DTSC as third party beneficiaries, and (e) is imposed upon the entire Property unless expressly

stated as applicable only to a specific portion thereof.

3.02. Binding upon Owners/Occupants. Pursuant to H&SC section 25355.5(a)(1)(C),

this Covenant binds all Owners of the Property, their heirs, successors, and assignees, and the
agents, employees, and lessees of the Owners, heirs, successors, and assignees. Pursuant to Civil
Code section 1471(b), all successive Owners of the Property are expressly bound hereby for the

benefit of the WDIG Site Trust, EPA, and DTSC.

3.03. Written Notice of the Preseﬁce of Hazardous Substances. Prior to the sale, lease,
sublease, assignment or other transfer of the Property, or any portion thereof, the Owner or
Occupant or any other, lessor, sublessor, assignor or other transferor shall give the buyer, lessee,
sublessee, assignee or other transferee written notice that hazardous substances are located on or
‘beneath the Property, and provide written notice thereof to the WDIG Site Trust, EPA and
DTSC.

3.04. Incorporation into Deeds and Leases. The Restrictions set forth herein shall be

incorporated by reference in each and all deeds, leases, assignments, or other transfers of all or

any portion of the Property which are hereafter executed or renewed. Further, each Owner or

e

Page 4



Occupant shall include in any instrument conveying any interest in all or any portion of the
Property, including but not limited to deeds, leases, and mortgages, a notice which is in

substantially the following form:

NOTICE: THE INTEREST CONVEYED HEREBY IS SUBJECT TO AN
ENVIRONMENTAL RESTRICTION AND COVENANT TO RESTRICT
USE OF PROPERTY, RECORDED IN THE OFFICIAL RECORDS OF
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, ON __ [DATE] __, AS
INSTRUMENT NO. , INFAVOR OF AND ENFORCEABLE
BY THE WDIG SITE TRUST, AND FOR THE BENEFIT OF THE U.S.
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY AND THE CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL.

3.05. Conveyance of Property. The Owner shall provide notice to the WDIG Site

Trust, and to EPA and DTSC not later than thirty (30) days after any conveyance of any
ownership interest in the Property (excluding mortgages, liens, and other non-possessory
encumbrances). The WDIG Site Trust, EPA, and DTSC shall not, by reason of this Covenant,
have authority to approve, disapprove, or otherwise affect such proposed conveyance, except as
otherwise provided by law, by administrative order, consent decree or by a specific provision of

this Covenant.

ARTICLE IV
RESTRICTIONS

4.01 New or Modified Buildings. The Covenantor covenants that if Owner or an

Occupant constructs a new building or other permanent structure on the Property, or substantially
modifies an existing building or other permanent structure on the Property, and such
modification requires a City of Santa Fe Springs building or other land use permit, Owner or
Occupant shall implement and maintain any necessary engineered capping system(s) and any

necessary engineering control(s) related to the new or modified building or other permanent
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structure, in conformance with the provisions of the Amended ROD and as specified by EPA.

Such capping system and engineering controls shall be implemented only with the prior written

approval of EPA.

402 Prohibited Uses. The Property shall not be used in any manner that would

interfere with or adversely affect the implementation, integrity, or protectiveness of the remedial

measures to be performed pursuant to the Amended ROD or any future response actions required

by EPA. Owner and Occupants shall ensure compliance by all users of the Property with the

following land/water use restrictions, except as otherwise authorized by EPA to implement the

remedy selected in the Amended ROD or any future response action required by EPA.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)
(e)
6y

(g

(h)

(M)

1)

Placement of warning signs or other posted information shall be allowed and,
once posted, no removal or interference with such signs or information shall be
permitted.

Placement of site access controls, such as gates or fencing, shall be allowed and

~ shall not be damaged or circumvented.

The Property shall not be used in any manner that may interfere with or affect the
integrity of the remedial cap or other components of the remedy, as constructed
pursuant to the Amended ROD.

Construction not approved by EPA that impacts any of the remedial capping or
other remedy components shall not occur. |

No interferences with or alterations to the grading, vegetation and surface water

and drainage controls shall be made.

- Portions of the Property underlain by Waste Materials and in soil gas

noncompliance areas shall not be regraded.

Areas of asphalt or concrete pavement shall not be removed or improved.

No penetrations through or interferences (including, but not limited to, utility
trench excavations, excavations for fence posts, excavations for planting trees or
large bushes, foundation excavations, and foundation piles) with the remedial cap
or any other areas with remedial controls shall be made. |

Deep-rooting plants (plants whose root systems will penetrate more than two feet
below ground surface) shall not be planted.

Obtain approval from EPA for settings of irrigation controls in areas underlain by
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Waste Materials. Such settings shall not be changed without the prior written
apprové} of EPA in accordance with Section 5.01 unless such settings are
approved by EPA as part of the remedy selected in the Amended ROD.

Drainage channels and pipes shall not be blocked, rerouted or otherwise interfered
with.

No new opénings shall be made in building floor slabs in buildings located over
Waste Materials or over soil gas noncompliance areas.

Integrity of existing and future foundations shall be maintained in areas underlain
by Waste Materials and in soil gas noncompliance areas. All cracks or damage in
such foundations shall be reported to the WDIG Site Trust and EPA and the
Covenantor covenants that such cracks or damage shall be repaired by the Owner
or Occupant.

Indoor gas controls shall not be circumvented.

Indoor gas sensors or alarms shall not be tumed off or interfered with.

Soil gas control systems shall not be turned off or interfered with.

Monitoring points, including but not limited to groundwater monitoring wells, soil
gas probes, reservoir leachate collection wells, soil gas vents, and survey
monuments, shall not be blocked or otherwise obstructed.

Monitoring wells shall not be opened; nothing shall be placed into the monitoring
wells.

Liquids recovery systems, liquids treatment systems, and treated liquids storage
facilities shall not be turned off or interfered with. -

Groundwater supply or monitoring wells shall not be constructed.

Owners of the Property shall disclose all land/water use restrictions to all
Occupants on the property. ,

Owners shall inform the WDIG Site Trust and EPA of the identities of all
Occupants on the Property. |

During construction, excavation, or grading of any type on the Property, Owner or
Occupant shall take measures to ensure that there is no offsite migration of dust,
odors or organic vapors. During such activities, Owner or Occupant shall take
appropriate measures to protect the health and welfare of onsite personnel and
workers and to prevent offsite impacts. |

Owner or Occupant must obtain prior written approval for all building or site

o
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(v)

@

modifications on the Property from EPA in accordance with Section 4.01 and
Section 5.01.
Owner or Occupant shall not excavate Waste Materials on the Site, except as

authorized by EPA.

No new construction shall occur on the Prdperty without the prior written

approval of EPA in accordance with Section 5.01 and the following requirements:

(1) New construction shall be supported by subsurface explorations and

analytical laboratory data to characterize the construction area for the possible existence

of Waste Materials.

(i1) If Waste Materials are discovered in the construction area, they shall

be remediated or buildings and structures must be appropriately designed to protect

occupants.

(ii1) Appropriate worker and public health and safety precautions,

including but not limited to dust control, safety plans, and other forms of worker

protection, must be taken prior to approval of construction.

(a2)

(bb)

(cc)

(dd)

(ee)

4.03.

Boreholes, foundation piles, or other subsurface penetrations into the reservoir or
any other area of the site which could create conduits allowing Waste Materials to
migrate to groundwater shall not be made.

Construction workers shall be provided with appropriate personal protective
equipment while they are working at the site.

Pesticides or herbicides shall not be applied to the capped areas of the site or to
areas surrounding monitoring points, except as approved by EPA for use in
implementing the remedy selected in the Amended ROD.

Use of ahy septic tanks on the property shall be discontinued and such tanks shall
be decommissioned in accordance with local regulations. |
The Property shall not be used or redeveloped for residential use; use as a

hospital, school for people aged 21 and under, or day care center; or other uses by

 sensitive receptors.

Access for the WDIG Site Trust. The WDIG Site Trust and EPA, and through

them, their respective employees, agents, contractors, subcontractors, consultants, and other third

parties authorized by the WDIG Trust and EPA shall have reasonable right of entry and access to

the Property for implementing any response actions, inspection, monitoring, and other activities

-~
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consistent with the purposes of this Covenant as deemed necessary by EPA in order to protect the
public health or safety, or the environment. Such activities shall include, but not be limited to:
(a) Maintaining and monitoring the remedial action selected in the Amended ROD;
(b)  Verifying any data or information submitted to EPA;
(©) Conducting investigations relating to Waste Materials at or near the Property;
(d)  Obtaining samples; ’
(e) Assessing the need for, planning, or implementing additional response actions at
or near the Property, if authorized by EPA;
® Assessing implementation of quality assurance and quality control practices as
defined in the Quality Assurance Pfoject Plans approved by EPA 'for the remedial
actions;
(g)  Implementing the remedy selected in the Amended ROD;
(h) Assessing Owner’s or Occupant’s compliance with this Covenant; and
(1) Determining whether the Property is being used in a manner that is prohibited or
restricted, or that may need to be prohibited or restricted, in accordance with the
Amended ROD.
Nothing in this instrument shall limit or otherwise affect EPA’s right of entry and access, or
EPA’s authority to take response actions under CERCLA, the National Contingency Plan, 40

C.F.R. Part 300, and its successor provisions, or any federal law.

4.04. Enforcement. The WDIG Site Trust shall be entitled to enforce the terms of this
instrument by resort to specific performance or legal process and injunctive relief. Failure of the
Covenantor, Owner or Occupant to comply with any of the Restrictions specifically applicable to |
it shall be grounds for the WDIG Site Trust to require that the Covenantor, Owner, or Occupant
modify or remove any improvements ("Improvements” herein shall mean all buildings, other
structures, landscaping, roads, driveways, and paved parking areas) constructed or placed upon
any portion of the Property in violation of the Restrictions. All remedies available hereunder \
shall be in addition to any and all other remedies at law or in equity, including CERCLAvor state
law, and violation of this Covenant shall be grounds for the WDIG Site Trust to file éivil actions
as provided by law or equity. The WDIG Site Trust for itself and on behalf of any person or
entity responsible for any response action authorized or required by EPA (collectively
“Responsible Parties”) shall be entitled to recover damages for any violation of the terms of this

Covenant, including but not limited to, the costs incurr?d by the WDIG Site Trust or by the

-~
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Responsible Parties to repair any damage to any remedial facilities or any other feature of any
response action or to perform the maintenance of the Improvements, and any expenditures
incurred by the Trust or such Responsible Parties to reimburse EPA for the agencies’ oversight
and enforcement costs related to this Covenant or violations thereof. Enforcement of the terms
of this Covenant shall be at the discretion of the Covenantee and the third party beneﬁcilaries and
any forbearance, delay or omission to exercise ;heir rights under this Covenant for breach hereof
shall not be deemed a waiver by them of any such breach or subsequent breach of any term of

this Covenant, or of any of their rights under this Covenant.

4.05 Attorneys’ Fees. The WDIG Site Trust shall be entitled to recover its attorneys’

fees and any costs from Owner and/or Occupant for any efforts, including but not limited to any
legal actions, by the WDIG Site Trust to enforce the terms of this Covenant if the WDIG Site

Trust prevails in such efforts or legal action.

ARTICLE V
EXCEPTIONS, TERMINATION, AND TERM

5.01 Exceptions to Land/Water Use Restrictions. If Owner or an Occupant seeks an

exception to the land/water use restrictions in Section 4.01, Owner or Occupant shall obtain the
prior written approval of EPA. Owner or Occupant shall submit a request in writing to EPA and
to DTSC, with all necessary supporting documentation (such documentation may include
appropriate design documents, work plans, and/or calculations). EPA shall respond to such
request within a reasonable time, by: 1) providing written approval for the exception; 2)
requesting further information in support of the request; 3) providing written approval of the
exception with modification; or 4) denying the request. The decision of EPA shail be final and
shall not be Subject to judicial review. If requested by EPA, any apprdved exception shall be
recorded in the Official Records of Los Angeles County in an Amended and restated Covenant '

by the person or entity granted the exception.

5.02 _Modification. The land/water use restrictions of this Covenant may only be
modified upon the written agreement of the Owner and the WDIG Site Trust, with the prior
express written approval of EPA. Such modifications shall become effective when they are

incorporated into this Covenant and such modified and restated Covenant is executed by Owner

-
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and the WDIG Site Trust and recorded by the Owner.

5.03  Termination. Covenantor, or any other aggrieved person, may apply to the EPA
for a termination of the Restrictions or other terms of this Covenant as they apply to all or any
portion of the Property. The decision of EPA regarding any such request shall be final and not

subject to judicial review.

5.04 Term. Unless ended in accordance with the Termination paragraph above or by

law, this Covenant shall continue in effect in perpetuity.

5.05  Assignment. The WDIG Site Trust, EPA and DTSC may freely assign their
interests in this Covenant to any other parties without the approval of the Covenantor. The
WDIG Site Trust shall obtain the written consent of EPA prior to any assignment of its interests

under this Covenant.

ARTICLE VI
MISCELLANEOUS

6.01. No Dedication or Taking. Nothing set forth in this Covenant shall be construed to
be a gift or dedication, or offer of a gift or dedication, of the Property, or any portion thereof to
the general public or anyone else for any purpose whatsoever. Further; nothing set forth in this

Covenant shall be construed to effect a taking under state or federal law.

6.02. Notices. Whenever any person gives or serves any Notice ("Notice" as used herein
includes any demand or other communication with respect to this Covenant), each such Notice
shall be in writing and shall be deemed effective: (1) when delivered, if personally delivered to
the person being served or to an officer of a corporate party being served, or (2) three (3)
business days after deposit in the mail, if mailed By UniAted States mail, postage paid, certified,

return receipt requested:
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To Owner:

Donnis Holbrook, Trustee

Raymond and Donnis Holbrook Trust .
c¢/o Dan Holbrook

[address]

To WDIG Site Trust:

Michael J. Skinner

" Trustee of the WDIG Site Trust
Michael J. Skinner Consulting, LLC
230 Kings Highway East, #300
Haddonfield, NJ 08033

To EPA:

Russell Mechem
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
75 Hawthorne St.
. San Francisco, CA 94105
Re: WDI Superfund Site

Sarah E. Mueller .

Assistant Regional Counsel

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
75 Hawthorne St. '
San Francisco, CA 94105

Re: WDI Superfund Site

To DTSC:

Sara Amir

Chief, Southern California Cleanup Operations Branch
Department of Toxic Substances Control :
1011 N. Grandview Ave.

Glendale, CA 91201

Any party may change its address or the individual to whose attention a Notice is to be sent by

giving written Notice in compliance with this paragraph.

6.03. Partial Invalidity. If any portion of the Restrictions or other terms set forth herein
is determined by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid for any reason, the surviving
portions of this Covenant, or the application of such portions to persons or circumstances other

than those to which it is found to be invalid, shall remain in full force and effect as if such

-
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portion found invalid had not been included herein.

6.04. Liberal Construction. Any general rule of construction to the contrary

notwithstanding, this instrument shall be liberally construed to effect the purpose of this
instrument and the policy and purpose of CERCLA. If any provision of this instrument is found
to be ambiguous, an interpretation consistent with the purpose of this instrument that would

render the provision valid shall be favored over any interpretation that would render it invalid.

6.05. Third Party Beneficiary. EPA’s and DTSC’s rights as third party beneficiaries of

this Covenant shall be construed pursuant to principles of contract law under the statutory and

common law of the State of California.

6.06. Statutory References. All statutory references include successor provisions.

6.07. Waiver of Certain Defenses. Covenantor hereby waives any defense of laches,

estoppel or prescription.

6.08.  Covenants. Covenantor hereby covenants to and with the Covenantee that the
Covenantor is the owner in fee of the Property; that Covenantor has a good and lawful title and
has the right and power to impose this Covenant on the Property; that the Property is frée and
clear of encumbrances as of the date hereof, except [List any agreed-to exceptions].
Notwithstanding the foregoing, nothing herein shall prevent, preclude, limit or otherwise restrict
the filing or recording against the Property of any liens (inciuding but not limited to mortgages,
deeds of trust and/or security agreements), encumbrances, covénants, conditions, restrictions, or
other documents or instruments, provided that any such liens, encumbrances, covenants,
conditions, restrictions, or other documents or instruments shall be subject and subordinate to

this Covenant.
6.09. Controlling Law. Except as otherwise providéd in Section 7.06, the

interpretation and performance of this Covenant shall be governed by the laws of the United

States or, if there are no applicable federal laws, by the law of the State of California.
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6.10.  Joint Obligations. If there are two or more parties identified as Covenantor in the

Covenant, the obligations imposed by this Covenant upon them shall be joint and several.

6.11.  Captions. The captions in this Covenant have been inserted solely for
convenience of reference and are not a part of this Covenant and shall have no effect upon

construction or interpretation.

6.12.  Counterparts. The parties may execute this Covenant in two or more
counterparts, which shall, in the aggregate, be signed by both parties; each counterpart shall be
deemed an original instrument as against any party who has signed it. In the event of any

disparity between the counterpafts produced, the recorded counterpart shall be controlling.



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties execute this Covenant.

Covenantor: Raymond and Donnis Holbrook Trust
By:
Title:
Date:

WDIG Site Trust:
By:
Title:

Date:

Page 15



STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

)
COUNTY OF )
On this __day of , in the year ,
before me , personally appeared

personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the ’
person(s) whose name(s) is /are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that
he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their
signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s)

acted, executed the instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature
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Exhibit A

PARCEL NUMBER 8167-002-003

Legal Description:

Parcel 1:
Beginning at a point in the Southwestérly line of said Lot being the center line of Los
Nietos Road 60 feet wide which point is 300 feet Southeasterly from the point of its
intersection with the center line of Santa Fe Springs Whittier Road (40 feet wide) thence
Northeasterly parallel with the Northwesterly line of said Lot 300 feet; thence
Southeasterly parallelvwith the Southwesterly line of said Lot 125 feet; thence
Southwesterly parallel with the Northwesterly line of said Lot 300 feet to a point in said
Southwesterly line of said Lot; thence northwesterly along the Southwesterly line of said

Lot 125 feet to the point of beginning.

Parcel 2:

Beginning at a point in the Southwesterly line of said Lot being the center line of Los
Nietos Road 60 feet wide which point is 300 feet Southeasterly from the point of its
intersection with the center line of Santa Fe Springs Whittier Road (40 feet wide) thence
Northeasterly parallel with the Northwesterly line of said Lot 300 feet which is the true
point of beginning; thence continuing in a Northeasterly direction a distance of 30 feet;
thence Southeasterly parallel with the Southwesterly line of said Lot 125 feet; thence
Southwestérly parallel with the Northwesterly line of said Lot 30 feet; thence
Northwesterly parallel with the Southwesterly line of said lot 125 feet to the true point of
beginning, the Southwesterly line of said parcel being the same as the Northeasterly line
of a parcel of ground conveyed by Deed to Leslie H. Holbrook and Raym(;nd R~ |
Holbrook, recorded in Book 45819, Page 251, Official Records, county of Los Angeles,

state of California.

Subject to all conditions, covenants, liens, restrictions, reservations, rights, rights of way

and easements of record.
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PARCEL NUMBER 8167-002-024 .

Legal Description:

Beginning at a point in the Southwesterly line of said Lot being the center line of Los
Nietos Road (60 feet wide) which point is 300 feet Southeasterly from the point of
intersection with the center line of Santa Fe Springs Whittier Road (40 feet wide), now
known as Santa Fe Springs Road; thence North Easterly parallel with the Northwesterly
line of said Lot, a distance of 330 feet to the most Northerly comer of the land described
to Leslie M Holbrook, et al, by deed recorded on October 24, 1955 as Instrument No.
3705 in Book 49322, page 49 of Official Records of said county; and the true point of
beginning for this description; thence continuing Northeasterly and parallel with said
Northwesterly line of said Lot, a distance of 170 feet; thence Southeasterly parallel with
said Southwesterly line of said Lot, a distance of 125 feet; thence Southwesterly parallel
with said Northwesterly line of said Lot, a distance of 170 feet to the most Easterly corner
of said land of Leslie M. Holbrook, et al; thence Northwesterly along the Northeasteﬂy
line of said land of Leslie M. Holbrook, et al, a distance of 125 feet to the true point of

beginning.

Subject to all conditions, covenants, liens, restrictions, reservations, rights, rights of way

and easements of record.
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APPENDIX D



Legal Description:

Assessor’s Parcel Number 8167-002-003:

Parcel 1:

Beginning at a point in the Southwesterly line of said Lot being the center line of Los
Nietos Road 60 feet wide which point is 300 feet Southeasterly from the point of its
intersection with the center line of Santa Fe Springs Whittier Road (40 feet wide) thence
Northeasterly parallel with the Northwesterly line of said Lot 300 feet; thence
Southeasterly parallel with the Southwesterly line of said Lot 125 feet; thence
Southwesterly parallel with the Northwesterly line of said Lot 300 feet to a point in said
Southwesterly line of said Lot; thence northwesterly along the Southwesterly line of said
Lot 125 feet to the point of beginning.

Parcel 2:

Beginning at a point in the Southwesterly line of said Lot being the center line of Los
Nietos Road 60 feet wide which point is 300 feet Southeasterly from the point of its
intersection with the center line of Santa Fe Springs Whittier Road (40 feet wide) thence
Northeasterly parallel with the Northwesterly line of said Lot 300 feet which is the true
point of beginning; thence continuing in a Northeasterly direction a distance of 30 feet;
thence Southeasterly parallel with the Southwesterly line of said Lot 125 feet; thence
Southwesterly parallel with the Northwesterly line of said Lot 30 feet; thence
Northwesterly parallel with the Southwesterly line of said lot 125 feet to the true point of
beginning, the Southwesterly line of said parcel being the same as the Northeasterly line
of a parcel of ground conveyed by Deed to Leslie H. Holbrook and Raymond R.
Holbrook, recorded in Book 45819, Page 251, Official Records, county of Los Angeles,
state of California.

Subject to all conditions, covenants, liens, restrictions, reservations, rights, rights of way
and easements of record.

Assessor’s Parcel Number 8167-002-0024:

Beginning at a point in the Southwesterly line of said Lot being the center line of Los
Nietos Road (60 feet wide) which point is 300 feet Southeasterly from the point of
intersection with the center line of Santa Fe Springs Whittier Road (40 feet wide), now
known as Santa Fe Springs Road; thence North Easterly parallel with the Northwesterly
line of said Lot, a distance of 330 feet to the most Northerly corner of the land described
to Leslie M Holbrook, et al, by deed recorded on October 24, 1955 as Instrument No.
3705 in Book 49322, page 49 of Official Records of said county; and the true point of
beginning for this description; thence continuing Northeasterly and parallel with said
Northwesterly line of said Lot, a distance of 170 feet; thence Southeasterly parallel with
said Southwesterly line of said Lot, a distance of 125 feet; thence Southwesterly parallel



with said Northwesterly line of said Lot, a distance of 170 feet to the most Easterly comer
of said land of Leslie M. Holbrook, et al; thence Northwesterly along the Northeasterly

line of said land of Leslie M. Holbrook, et al, a distance of 125 feet to the true point of
beginning.

Subject to all conditions, covenants, liens, restrictions, reservations, rights, rights
of way and easements of record.
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Figure 2: Location of Sampling and Monitoring Points for Parcel 003
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Figure 2: Location of Sampling and Monitoring' Points for Parcel 024
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